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C^SES 


ADJUDGED  IH 


THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY 

OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 

FEBRUARY  TERM,  1863. 


Henry  W.  Green,  Esq.,  Chancellor. 


RuFUS  Story  vs.  The  Jersey  City  and  Berqen  Point 
Plank  Road  Company,  and  others. 

.  The  Coart  of  Chancery  has  no  power,  by  injunction,  to  restrain  any 
citizen  from  petitioning  either  branch  of  the  legislature  upon  any  subject 
of  legislation  in  which  he  is  interested.  Such  restraint  would  be  an  unau- 
thorized abridgment  of  the  political  rights  of  the  party  enjoined. 

2.  The  proper  office  of  Courts  of  Justice  is  to  adjudicate  upon,  and  to  pro- 
tect and  enforce  the  legal  and  equitable  rights  of  parties  litigant,  as  they 
are  established  by  existing  laws.  It  is  no  part  of  their  appropriate  function 
to  determine  in  advance,  whether  a  proposed  law  may  or  may  not  be  en- 
acted consistently  with  the  rights  of  parties,  or  to  interfere  directly  or  in- 
directly wiUi  the  course  of  legislation. 

3.  Where,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of  a  charter  to  a  corporation,  there  is 
a  general  law  of  the  state,  that  the  charter  of  every  corporation  granted  by 
the  legislature  shall  be  subject  to  alteration,  suspension  or  repeal,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  legislature,  the  legislature,  in  granting  such  charter,  must 
be  deemed  to  have  reserved  to  themselves  the  right  of  altering,  suspending 
or  repealing  the  same,  whenever,  in  their  discretion,  the  public  good  may 
require  it,  as  fully  as  if  the  reservation  were  inserted  in  the  charter.  And 
all  oontncts,  express  or  implied,  reenltiDg  from  the  act  of  incorporation 
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and  its  acceptance  by  the  stockholders,  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  en- 
tered into  by  both  parties,  subject  to  that  reservation. 

4.  Whatever  limitation  may  exist  to  the  reserved  right  of  the  legislature 
to  alter  or  repeal  a  contract,  such  reservation  is  in  itself  valid,  and  this 
court  ought  not,  upon  a  motion  for  a  preliminary  injunction,  to  pronounce 
any  alteration,  suspension  or  repeal  of  the  charter,  to  be  unconstitutional 
or  illegal.  Much  less  should  this  court  make  such  declaration  in  advance 
of  any  actual  legislation. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  charter  of  incorporation  of  the  Jersey  City 
and  Bergen  Point  Plank  Road  Company,  Pamph.  Laws,  1850,  p.  255,  and 
the  supplements  thereto.  Laws,  1851,  p.  288,  and  1860,  p.  392,  and  of  the 
charter  of  incorporation  of  the  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  Railroad  Company, 
Laws,  1859,/).  411,  and  the  supplement  thereto.  Laws,  1860,/).  393 — 

Held,  that  the  occupation  of  a  part  of  the  ancient  highway  on  which 
the  plank  road  is  constructed,  by  the  railway,  with  the  consent  of  the  plank 
road  company,  without  the  personal  consent  of  a  stockholder,  the  plank 
road  company  having  been  authorized  by  the  legislature  to  lay  rails  upon 
their  road,  is  no  violation  of  the  rights  of  such  stockholder. 

Held  also,  that  the  sale  by  the  plank  road  company  of  the  whole  or  a  part 
of  their  road  to  the  railroad  company,  without  the  personal  consent  of  a 
stockholder,  is  not  such  an  infringement  (if  any)  of  his  rights  as  this  court 
will  interfere  to  restrain  by  injunction. 

Held  further,  that  a  change  of  the  route  of  the  plank  road  by  authority 
of  the  legislature,  at  the  instance  of  the  plank  road  company,  is  not  a  fun- 
damental change  of  the  objects  of  the  company,  or  a  fundamental  alteration 
of  the  structure  thereof,  which  equity  will  restrain  at  the  instance  of  a 
stockholder. 


The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  by  Rufus  Stoiy,  a  stock- 
holder in  the  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  Point  Plank  Eoad  Com- 
pany, for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  commission  of  acts  by 
the  company,  charged  to  be  prejudicial  to  the  interest  of  the 
complainant  as  a  stockholder  in  said  company.  The  company 
was  incorporated  on  the  8th  of  March,  1840,  and  was  au- 
thorized to  construct  a  plank  road  of  a  specified  description, 
from  Grand  street,  in  Jersey  City,  upon  the  main  road  or 
highway,  to  Bergen  Point.  The  charter  was  accepted,  the 
stock  subscribed  (the  complainant  becoming  a  stockholder), 
the  company  organized,  and  the  road  constructed  pursuant 
to  the  requirements  of  the  charter  and  of  a  supplement 
thereto,  approved  on  the  14th  of  March,  1851.  The  high- 
way over  which  the  plank  road  was  thus  constructed,  for  the 
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distance  of  about  two  miles  from  the  Kill  Van  Kull  to  a 
turn  in  the  road  to  the  west,  a  few  hundred  feet  north  of 
where  the  Keformed  Dutch  Church  of  Bergen  Neck  now 
stands,  is  part  of  an  ancient  highway,  laid  out  and  opened 
three  rods  wide,  in  the  year  1786. 

The  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  Kailroad  Company  were  in- 
corporated by  an  act  approved  on  the  15th  of  March,  1869, 
with  power  to  construct  a  railroad  from  some  point  on  the 
Kill  Van  Kull,  at  or  near  Bergen  Point,  to  the  Newark 
turnpike  road,  with  one  or  more  branches  to  the  ferries  in 
Hudson  county,  south  of  Hoboken.  They  were  authorized 
to  purchase  any  plank  road  or  roads  within  the  limits  defined 
by  their  charter.  They  were  prohibited  by  their  charter 
from  usuing  any  other  than  horse  power  in  running  their 
cars,  and  from  constructing  their  road  within  fifty  feet  of  any 
plank  road,  without  the  consent  of  such  plank  road  company, 
except  to  cross  the  same. 

By  a  supplement  to  the  charter  of  the  plank  road  company, 
approved  on  the  17th  of  March,  1860,  they  were  authorized 
to  lay  iron  rails  and  run  cars  upon  their  road,  with  the  pro- 
viso, among  otjiers,  that  said  rails  should  be  so  laid  as  not  to 
hinder  or  obstruct  the  public  travel  on  said  road,  and  also 
to  straighten  or  widen  their  road  or  any  part  thereof,  at  their 
pleasure,  on  first  obtaining  the  written  consent  of  the  owners 
of  the  land  taken  for  such  straightening  and  widening.  The 
complainant  never  personally  assented  to  the  last  mentioned 
act,  or  to  the  act  incorporating  the  railroad  company. 

By  virtue  of  the  last  mentioned  act,  the  promoters  of  the 
railway,  who  had  a  majority  of  the  stocJ?:  of  the  plank  road 
company,  and  the  said  plank  road  company  claim  to  have  a 
right  to  lay  said  railway  or  to  allow  the  railroad  company 
80  to  do,  upon  that  part  of  the  plank  road  extending  about 
two  miles  northward  from  the  Kill  Van  Kull,  and  have  en- 
tered into  negotiations  and  made  arrangements  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  have  advertised  that  application  will  be  made  to 
the  legislature,  at  its  next  session,  for  power  to  alter  the 
route  of  the  plank  road  and  to  straighten  the  same.    The  pro- 


16  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Story  V.  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  Point  Plank  Road  Go. 

moters  of  the  railway  also  threaten  and  intend  that  the 
plank  road  company  shall  give  its  consent  to  the  occupation 
of  their  road  for  a  railway,  or  make  sale  of  the  plank  road  or 
some  part  thereof  for  that  purpose. 

The  bill  charges  that,  if  the  intentions  of  the  two  com- 
panies and  of  the  persons  owning  the  majority  of  the  stock 
of  the  plank  road  company,  but  interested  in  the  said  railway, 
are  carried  out,  the  object  for  which  the  plank  road  company 
was  created,  will,  without  the  complainant's  consent,  be 
abandonded,  the  route  of  the  road  altered,  and  a  new  route 
established.  That  the  complainant's  funds  and  the  funds  of 
said  corporation  will  not  be  devoted  to  the  objects  of  said  cor- 
poration, but  to  other  and  diflferent  purposes;  the  object* 
and  structure  of  the  company  will  be  fundamentally  altered  ; 
the  franchises  of  the  company  disposed  of  and  impaired ;  and 
thus  the  contracts  between  the  complainant  and  the  plank 
road  company  and  the  stockholders  thereof,  and  the  trusts 
with  which  said  plank  road  company  is  charged,  would  be 
violated.  That  if  the  legislature  shall  pass  such  act  as  is  ad- 
vertised and  intended  to  be  applied  for,  without  the  com- 
plainant's consent,  it  would  impair  the  franchise  granted  to 
the  plank  road  company  and  to  the  complainant  as  co-stock- 
holder thereof,  and  would  authorize  an  abandonment  of  a 
part  of  the  route  of  the  road.  That  the  capital  stock  and 
franchises  of  the  company  will,  by  the  state,  be  diverted 
from  the  objects  of  said  incorporation,  and  the  objects  and 
structure  of  the  company  fundamentally  altered,  and  thereby 
the  obligation  of  the  contract  between  the  complainant  and 
the  state,  as  well  as  of  the  contracts  between  the  complainant 
and  the  company  and  the  other  stockholders  thereof,  be  im- 
paired. That  the  conditions  upon  which  the  grant  of  power 
to  lay  the  railway  upon  the  plank  road  was  made  cannot  be 
complied  with,  inasmuch  as  the  construction  and  use  of  said 
railway  upon  the  plank  road,  will  necessarily  hinder  and  ob- 
struct the  travel  thereon. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is — 

1.  That  the  plank  road  company  may  be  perpetually  re- 
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Strained  from  consenting  to  the  occupation,  by  the  railway, 
of  any  part  of  the  plank  road ;  and  the  railroad  company  from 
accepting  such  consent,  without  the  consent  of  the  complain- 
ant and  the  other  stockholders  of  the  plank  road  company,  on 
whose  behalf  the  bill  is  filed. 

2.  That  the  plank  road  company  may  be  perpetually  en- 
joined from  selling  any  part  of  their  road  to  the  railroad 
company ;  and  the  railroad  company  from  making  such  pur- 
chase, without  the  like  consent. 

3.  That  the  plank  road  company  may  be  perpetually  en- 
joined from  making  any  application  to  the  legislature  for 
authority  to  abandon  any  part  of  said  plank  road,  or  to  change 
fundamentally  the  objects  of  said  company,  or  to  alter  fun- 
damentally the  structure  of  said  road,  without  the  like  con- 
sent; and  the  railroad  company,  its  officers,  stockholders 
and  promoters,  from  aiding  and  abetting  such  application. 

4.  That  the  railroad  company  may  be  perpetually  enjoined 
from  building  a  railway  on  said  part  of  said  plank  road,  and 
from  making  any  excavation  therein,  or  doing  any  act  there 
for  that  purpose. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  application  for  an  injunction  pur- 
suant to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  upon  the  bill,  answer  and 
affidavits. 

Gilchrist,  for  complainant. 

Zabriskie,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.  Most  of  the  points  discussed  by  coun- 
sel upon  the  hearing,  and  upon  which  the  decision  of  the 
present  application  in  any  degree  rests,  are  free  from  serious 
doubt  or  difficulty.  At  the  present  stage  of  the  cause  they 
will  be  disposed  of  without  further  discussion,  by  stating 
briefly  the  grounds  of  the  decision. 

I  am  of  opinion — 

1.  That  the  occupation  of  a  part  of  the  ancient  highway 
on  which  the  plank  road  is  constructed,  by  the  railway,  with 
the  consent  of  the  plank  road  company,  without  the  ]^r%oivai 

B* 
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consent  of  the  complainant,  the  plank  road  company  having 
been  authorized  by  the  legislature  to  lay  rails  upon  their 
road,  is  no  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  as  a 
stockholder  of  said  company. 

2.  That  the  sale  by  the  plank  road  company  of  the  whole 
or  a  part  of  their  road  to  the  railroad  company,  without  the 
personal  consent  of  the  complainant,  is  not  such  an  infringe- 
ment (if  any)  of  the  complainant's  rights  as  a  stockholder,  as 
this  court  will  interfere  to  restrain  by  injunction. 

3.  That  a  change  of  the  route  of  the  plank  road  by  author- 
ity of  the  legislature,  at  the  instance  of  the  plank  road  com- 
pany, is  not  a  fundamental  change  of  the  objects  of  the  com- 
pany, nor  a  fundamental  alteration  of  the  structure  thereof, 
which  equity  will  restrain  at  the  instance  of  a  stockholder. 

This  disposes  of  the  motion,  so  far  as  an  injunction  is  asked 
to  protect  the  property  of  the  complainant  or  his  rights,  from 
any  violation  by  the  acts  of  the  defendants  under  existing 
laws. 

But  the  court  is  further  asked,  that  the  plank  road  com- 
pany may  be  perpetually  restrained  from  making  any  appli- 
cation to  the  legislature  for  authority  to  abandon  any  part 
of  their  plank  road,  or  to  alter  fundamentally  the  structure 
of  the  said  company ;  and  that  the  said  company,  its  officers 
and  promoters,  may  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  aiding  and 
abetting  such  application. 

This,  it  is  believed,  is  the  first  instance  in  this  country,  of 
an  application  to  a  court  of  equity  to  restrain,  by  writ  of  in- 
junction, an  application  to  the  legislature  for  any  purpose, 
either  of  public  or  private  concern.  It  is  admitted  that  there 
is  no  American  precedent  for  the  exercise  of  such  power. 
This  fact  in  itself,  though  not  decisive,  is  a  persuasive  argu- 
ment against  the  propriety  of  its  exercise.  In  England, 
though  applications  to  parliament  have  been  restrained  by 
injunction,  the  practice  is  of  very  recent  origin,  and  there 
are  but  few  reported  cases  of  its  exercise.  It  was  adopted  by 
Vice  Chancellor  Shadwell,  in  1831,  in  Cardiff  w.  The  Man- 
chester and  BoUon  Canal  Company ^  and  in    Ware  v.   The 
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Grand  Junction  Water  Works  Company,  2  Buss.  ^  M.  470, 
and  note.  T)^  former  case  was  compromised  without  appeal ; 
the  latter  was  reversed  on  appeal  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
In  The  Stockton  and  Hartlepool  Railway  Company  v.  The 
Leeds  and  Thirsk  and  The  Clarence  Railway  Companies ,  2 
Phillips  666,  (1848),  an  injunction  was  granted  by  Vice 
Chancellor  Shadwell  to  restrain  a  railroad  company  from  op- 
posing a  bill  brought  before  parliament  by  another  railroad 
company,  for  the  amalgamation  of  the  two  companies.  On 
appeal  the  injunction  was  dissolved  upon  the  merits,  thoujgh 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  was  maintained  by  Lord  Cot- 
tenham. 

In  Seathcote  v.  The  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Com- 
pany, 2  Macnaghten  and  Got.  100,  (1860),  an  injunction  was 
granted  by  the  Vice  Chancellor,  restraining  the  defendants 
from  making  application  to  parliament  for  any  act  to  au- 
thorize them  to  abandon  certain  branch  railways,  or  to  au- 
thorize anything  to  be  done  or  omitted  by  the  company, 
inconsistent  with,  or  repugnant  to,  a  covenant  entered  into  by 
them  with  the  complainant.  This  injunction  was  also  dis- 
solved by  Lord  Cottenham  upon  the  merits.  In  no  one  of  these 
cases  was  the  injunction  restraining  a  party  from  making 
application  to  parliament,  either  in  support  of  or  in  opposition 
to  a  bill,  finally  sustained. 

There  are  a  number  of  cases  in  which  the  court  have  en- 
joined a  corporation  having  funds  for  distinct  objects,  from 
using  them  to  promote  an  application  to  parliament  for  a 
fundamental  change  in  their  charter.  But  this,  it  is  obvious, 
is  an  exercise  of  power  resting  on  very  diflPerent  principles. 
It  is  simply  a  restraint  upon  the  corporation  of  a  diversion 
of  its  funds  from  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  held  in  trust 
to  other  and  diflPerent  purposes.  The  Attorney  General  v. 
The  Corp.  of  Norwich,  16  Simons  225 ;  Munt  v.  The  Shrews- 
bury and  Chester  Railway  Co.,  13  Beav.  1 ;  Stevens  v.  The 
South  Devon  Railway  Co.,  Ibid  48 ;  The  Great  West.  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Rushout,  5  De  Gex  and  Small,  290,  (10  Eng. 
Law  and  Eq.  72);  Simpson  v.  Denison,  10  Hare  61,  (16  Jur. 
828). 
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The  rule  seems  to  be  well  settled  in  England,  that  a  court 
of  equity  will  not,  either  at  the  instance  of  a  iitockholder  or 
of  a  third  party,  restrain  a  corporation  from  applying  to 
parliament  for  an  alteration  of  its  charter. 

As  has  been  already  intimated,  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  to  restrain  a  party  from  petitioning  par- 
liament for  or  against  a  measure,  has  been  repeatedly  affirmed 
by  the  English  Chancellors.  Thus,  in  The  Stockton  and 
Sartlepool  Railway  Company  v.  The  Leeds  and  Thirsk  and 
The  Clarence  Railway  Companies,  Lord  Cottenham  said: 
*'  There  is  no  question  whatever  about  the  jurisdiction ;  a 
party  who  comes  to  oppose  a  railway  bill  in  parliament,  does 
80  solely  in  respect  of  his  private  interest,  not  as  represent- 
ing any  interest  of  the  public,  or  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
municating any  information  to  parliament.  This  court, 
therefore,  if  it  sees  a  proper  case  connected  with  private  pro- 
perty or  interest,  has  just  the  same  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a 
party  from  petitioning  against  a  bill  in  parliament  as  if  he 
were  bringing  an  action  at  law,  or  asserting  any  other  right 
connected  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  or  interest 
which  he  claims."  And  in  the  earlier  case  of  Ware  v.  The 
Grand  Junction  Water  Works  Company,  Lord  Chancellor 
"Brougham  said :  "  It  is  quite  idle  to  represent  this  as  an 
Attempt  to  restrain  by  injunction  the  proceedings  of  parlia- 
ment." 

It  will  be  freely  admitted  that  the  injunction  operates 
directly,  not  upon  the  legislature  but  upon  the  party  enjoined, 
and  in  no  wise  interferes  with  the  exercise  by  the  legislature 
of  its  rightful  powers.  But  I  cannot  resist  the  conviction 
that  such  exercise  of  power,  under  our  form  of  government, 
is  an  infringement  of  the  rights  of  the  people  and  of  their 
representatives.  If  not  a  direct  infraction  of  the  bill  of  rights 
and  of  the  letter  of  the  constitution,  it  is  in  conflict  with  the 
spirit  of  republican  government  and  the  structure  of  its  in- 
stitutions. Every  citizen  has  an  unquestioned  right  to  peti- 
tion either  branch  of  the  legislature  upon  any  subject  of 
legislation  in  which  he  is  interested.     Every  legislator  has  a 
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right  to  be  informed  of  the  views  and  wishes  of  all  parties 
interested  in  the  enactment  of  a  law.  This  right  to  perfect 
freedom  of  intercourse  between  the  representative  and  his 
constituents  is  not  founded  upon  any  constitutional  provision 
or  bill  of  rights,  but  springs  from  the  very  structure  of  the 
government.  By  what  authority  shall  this  court  step  between 
the  representative  and  his  constituente,  and  deny  to  the  one 
or  the  other  the  exercise  of  his  political  rights  in  their  fullest 
freedom  ?  It  is  conceded  that  the  legislative  powers  cannot 
be  trammeled  by  injunction.  The  legislature  can  neither  be  re- 
strained from  legislating  upon  any  subject,  nor  from  exercising 
their  authority  to  obtain  information  upon  any  matter  of  legis- 
lation. And  if  the  legislature  cannot  be  restrained  from  asking 
the  information,  can  the  citizen  be  restrained  from  giving  it  ? 
Are  the  rights  of  the  representative  more  sacred  than  those 
of  his  constituents  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  the  granting  of 
such  injunction  is  an  unauthorized  abridgment  of  the  political 
rights  of  the  party  enjoined.  The  proper  office  of  courts  of 
of  justice  is  to  maintain  and  enforce  the  legal  and  equitable 
rights  of  parties  litigant,  as  established  by  existing  law.  It 
is  no  part  of  their  office  to  determine  in  advance  what  laws 
ought  or  ought  not  to  be  enacted,  or  to  interfere,  directly  or 
indirectly,  with  the  course  of  legislation. 

The  complainant's  bill  is  framed  upon  the  theory  that  the 
charter  of  an  incorporated  company  cannot  be  altered  in  any 
essential  particular,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  corporation, 
without  the  consent,  express  or  implied,  of  every  stockholder; 
and  that  such  alteration  would  be  unconstitutional,  as  impair- 
ing the  obligation  of  the  contract  entered  into  between  the 
state  and  such  stockholder.  If  this  doctrine  should  be  ad- 
mitted in  its  fullest  extent,  it  is  not  perceived  that  it  can 
affect  the  result  of  the  present  application. 

When  the  charter  of  the  Jersey  City  and  Bergen  Point 
Plank  Road  Company,  of  which  the  complainant  claims  to  be 
a  stockholder,  was  granted,  it  was  provided  by  a  general 
law  of  the  state  that  the  charter  of  every  corporation  granted 
by  the  legislature  should  be  subject  to  alteration,  suspension 
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and  repeal,  in  the  discretion  of  the  legislature.  The  legisla- 
ture, therefore,  in  granting  the  charter  to  the  plank  road 
company,  must  be  deemed  to  have  reserved  to  themselves 
the  right  of  altering,  suspending,  or  repealing  the  charter, 
whenever,  in  their  discretion,  the  public  good  might  require 
it,  as  fully  as  if  the  reservation  were  inserted  in  the  charter. 
And  all  the  contracts,  express  or  implied,  resulting  from  the 
act  of  incorporation  and  its  acceptance  by  the  stockholders, 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been  entered  into  by  both  parties, 
subject  to  that  reservation.  Whatever  limitation  may  exist 
to  the  reserved  right  of  the  legislature  to  alter  or  repeal  the 
contract,  I  am  clear  that  the  reservation  is  in  itself  valid, 
and  that  this  court  ought  not,  u[)on  a  motion  for  a  prelim- 
inary injunction,  to  pronounce  any  alteration,  suspension,  or 
repeal  of  the  charter  to  be  unconstitutional  or  illegal.  Much 
less  should  this  court  make  such  declaration  in  advance  of  any 
actual  legislation. 

The  plank  road  company  were  incorporated  with  power  to 
construct  a  plank  road  upon  an  ancient  public  highway  and 
with  the  franchise  of  taking  tolls  thereon.  No  limit  is  fixed 
for  the  duration  of  the  charter.  The  legislature  have  since 
incorporated  a  company  to  construct  a  horse  railroad  between 
the  same  tennini.  They  have  authorized  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  purchase  the  plank  road.  They  have  also  authorized 
the  plank  road  company  to  lay  rails  upon  their  track.  They 
have,  however,  provided  that  if  the  plank  road  is  purchased 
by  the  railroad  company,  the  plank  road  shall  be  continued ; 
and  if  the  rails  are  laid  thereon  by  the  plank  road  company, 
tliey  shall  be  so  laid  as  not  to  hinder  or  obstruct  public 
travel.  It  must  be  presumed  that  the  public  convenience  de- 
manded the  increased  facility  to  be  afibrded  by  the  construe** 
tion  of  the  railroad.  Of  that  the  legislature  were  the  peculiar 
exclusive  judges. 

The  complainant,  a  stockholder  in  the  plank  road  company, 
now  asks  that  the  company  shall  bo  restrained  from  making 
any  application  to  the  legislature  to  abandon  or  change  any 
part  of  their  rout«,  for  this,  it  is  insisted,  would  be  fundamen- 
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tally  changing  the  objects  of  the  company  without  his  con- 
sent ;  and  that  the  railroad  company,  its  oflBcers,  stockholders 
and  promoters,  shall  be  enjoined  from  aiding  and  abetting 
such  application.  If  this  claim  have  any  foundation  in  law 
or  in  equity,  which  is  by  no  means  admitted,  and  if  it  be 
recognized,  it  would  place  it  in  the  power  of  a  single  stock- 
holder, for  his  own  pecuniary  interest,  against  the  wish  of 
every  other  stockholder  and  the  convenience  of  the  whole 
community  interested  in  the  line  of  travel,  to  prevent  even 
a  petition  for  a  change. 

The  injunction  is  denied  without  costs. 


•Phebe  Ann  Burlew  vs.  John  F.  Hillman,  and  others. 

1.  It  ifl  DO  defence  to  a  sait  brooght  by  a  wife  after  the  death  of  her 
husband,  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  made  to  her  jointly  with  her  husband  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wife,  that  the  bond  was  given  to  the  husband  alone,  and 
to  his  heirs.  She  is  the  surviving  mortgagee,  and  has  a  clear  right  to 
enforce  her  remedy  under  the  mortgage. 

2.  A  party  beneficially  interested  in  a  contract  may  maintain  a  suit  in 
equity  in  his  own  name  to  enforce  such  rights,  though  he  be  not  a  party  to 
the  iostnimeot  creating  them. 

3.  Where  there  are  several  parties  in  interest,  and  the  mortgagor  is  in 
doubt  88  to  the  rights  of  the  complainant  under  a  bill  to  foreclose,  he  is 
entitled  to  have  the  question  judicially  determined  for  his  own  security, 
but  not  at  the  cost  of  the  mortgagee. 

4.  The  general  rule  is  that  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  costs,  both  on 
bills  to  redeem  and  to  foreclose. 


Bedle,  for  complainant. 

Sdienck,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, given  by  John  F.  Hillman  and  wife  to  Phebe  Ann 
Borlew  and  Bichard  Burlew,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
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8um  of  one  thousand  dollars,  with  interest,  agreeably  to  the 
condition  of  an  obligation  of  even  date,  given  by  Hillman  to 
Bichard  Burlew,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  The  condition  of  the 
bond  is.  that  the  obligor  shall  pay  to  the  said  Phebe  Ann 
Burlew,  during  her  natural  life,  annually,  on  the  first  day  of 
April,  the  interest  of  one  thousand  dollars,  and  such  further 
sum  of  the  principal,  not  exceeding  twenty-five  dollars,  as 
may  be  necessary  for  her  support  and  maintenance ;  and  if 
the  said  Richard  shall  survive  the  said  Phebe  Ann,  the  obligor 
shall  pay  him  the  interest  during  his  natural  life,  and  on 
the  decease  of  the  said  Richard  and  Phebe  Ann,  shall  pay 
the  principal  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  or  so  much  thereof 
OS  remains  unpaid,  to  the  heirs  of  the  said  Richard  and  Phebe 
Ann  Burlew.  If  there  be  a  default  in  the  payment  of  in- 
terest, and  the  same  remain  unpaid  for  six  months  after 
becoming  due,  the  whole  sum  to  become  due  and  payable  on 
demand,  and  the  said  sum  reinvested  as  above  specified,  by 
consent  of  the  parties  interested. 

The  bill  prays  that  the  complainant  may  receive  the  arrears 
of  interest,  with  twenty-five  dollars  per  annum  for  her  sup- 
port and  maintenance,  and  that  the  balance  of  principal  re- 
maining unpaid  may  be  decreed  to  be  paid  and  reinvested 
for  the  purposes  of  the  trust. 

The  mortgagees,  Richard  Burlew  and  Phebe  Ann  Burlew, 
were  husband  and  wife.  Articles  of  separation  were  entered 
into  between  them,  cotemporaneously  with  the  date  of  the 
bond  and  mortgage,  which  were  given,  as  appears  by  the 
recital  of  the  mortgage,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  pro- 
visions of  the  articles  into  effect.  The  husband  died  in  No- 
vember, 1860.  The  parties  continued  to  live  separate  during 
the  life  of  the  husband ;  the  wife  receiving,  for  several  years, 
the  interest  and  twenty-five  dollars  of  the  principal,  annually. 
Both  principal  and  interest  were  in  arrear  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  bill,  on  the  twelfth  of  June,  1861. 

The  question,  how  far  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  to 
enforce  the  provisions  of  a  voluntary  separation  between 
husband  and  wife,  is  not  raised,  nor  is  the  validity  of  the 
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deed  of  separation  drawn  in  question.  The  parties,  it  is 
admitted,  lived  separately  from  the  date  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  until  the  death  of  the  husband ;  the  wife  receiving 
the  sum  of  principal  and  interest  stipulated  to  be  paid  by  the 
husband,  in  lieu  of  her  support  and  maintenance  and  in  full 
discharge  thereof.  Enforcing  compliance  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  bond  against  the  obligor  at  this  time  can 
aflFect  no  marital  right  or  obligation,  as  between  the  husband 
and  wife.  As  against  the  defendant,  the  equitable  right  of 
the  wife  is  clear. 

It  is  objected  that  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained  in  the 
name  of  the  wife,  inasmuch  as  the  bond  was  given  to  the 
l^iwwband  alone  and  to  his  heirs.  This  objection  would  be 
fetal  to  an  action  at  law  brought  by  the  wife  upon  the  bond. 
J  For  the  right  of  action  at  law  is  vested  solely  in.  the  party 
having  the  strict  legal  title  and  interest,  in  exclusion  of  the 
equitable  claim.     1  Chittijs  PL  {ed,  1837)  2. 

But  the  complainant  is  seeking  to  enforce  not  a  legal,  but 
an  equitable  right.  She  has  the  entire  beneficial  interest  in 
the  bond,  so  far  as  the  objects  of  this  suit  are  involved.  She 
is  moreover  the  surviving  mortgagee ;  the  mortgage  having 
been  executed  to  her  jointly  with  her  husband,  and  she  has 
therefore  a  clear  right  to  enforce  her  remedy  under  the 
mortgage.  Independently  of  this  circumstance,  a  party 
beneficially  interested  in  a  contract  may  maintain  a  suit  in 
equity  in  his  own  name  to  enforce  such  rights. 

Equity  recognizes  the  right  of  a  wife  to  a  separate  estate, 
and  will  protect  and  enforce  that  right,  even  as  against  the 
husband,  without  the  interposition  of  trustees.  If  the  hus- 
band is  living,  and  the  legal  right  vested  in  him,  equity  will 
treat  him  as  a  triLstee  for  the  wife.  The  trust  in  favor  of 
the  wife  will  attach  upon  him,  and  be  enforced  as  if  he  were 
a  mere  stranger.     2  Stxrry'a  Eq,  Jur.y  §  1378,  1380. 

But  the  husband  being  dead,  the  wife  being  the  surviving 
mortgagee,  and  the  beneficial  interest  exclusively  in  her, 
the  cag^  is  clear  of  all  difficulty  upon  this  point. 

The  material  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  com- 
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plainant  is  entitled  to  recover  more  than  the  arrears  of  in- 
terest due  upon  the  mortgage. 

It  is  insisted  first,  that  no  part  of  the  principal  is  necessary 
for  her  support  and  maintenance,  in  which  event  only,  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  is  to  be  paid  to  her.  By  the 
terms  of  the  contract  the  complainant  is  to  receive,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  interest,  so  much  of  the  principal,  not  exceeding 
twenty-five  dollars  in  any  one  year,  as  may  be  necessary  for 
her  support  and  maintenance.  It  is  urged  that  as  the  com- 
plainant is  furnished  a  home  by  her  son  and  is  not  incapable 
of  labor,  no  part  of  the  principal  is  necessary  for  her  support. 

It  is  diflScult  to  determine  what  was  understood  and  intended 
by  the  phrase,  ^^^necessary  for  her  support  and  maintenance." 
It  would  seem,  that  it  must  have  been  intended  by  the  parties 
that  the  wife  should  contribute  to  her  support  by  her  own 
labor,  for  the  whole  provision  is  not  sufficient  to  furnish  her 
the  bare  necessaries  of  life.  The  lowest  rate  at  which  she 
could  procure  board  in  the  vicinity  where  she  lives,  is 
shown  to  be  two  dollars  per  week,  and  the  cost  of  clothing 
suitable  to  her  station  in  life,  is  shown  to  be  fifty  dollars 
per  annum.  Nor  on  the  other  hand  could  it  have  been  in- 
tended merely  to  keep  the  wife  from  absolute  want.  It  must 
have  been  designed  to  furnish  the  wife  a  comfortable  sub- 
sistence, in  connection  with  the  earnings  of  such  labor  of  her 
own  as  might  be  suitable  to  her  age  and  state  of  health.  In 
this  view  of  the  case,  the  evidence  shows  that  she  is  enti- 
tled to  receive  the  full  extent  of  the  allowance  provided  by 
the  con^ggt.  This  conclusion  is  fully  justified  by  the  fact 
that  twenty-five  dollars  of  the  principal  was  paid  to  the  wife 
by  the  defendant  while  the  husband  was  alive,  for  three 
years  after  the  execution  of  the  contract.  The  defendant  is 
a  son-in-law  of  Burlew,  was  on  terms  of  familiar  intercourse 
with  him  after  the  separation,  lived  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
parties,  and  must  have  known  the  views  of  the  husband  and 
the  wants  of  the  wife.  No  change  in  the  situation  or  circum- 
stances of  the  wife  is  shown,  rendering  the  provision  less  ne- 
cessary for\  her  support  now,  than  it  was  immediately  after 
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the  contract  was  made.    The  conduct  of  the  parties  has  gone 
far  to  settle  the  true  interpretation  of  the  contract. 

The  fact  that  a  son  of  the  complainant  temporarily  con- 
tributes to  her  support  by  furnishing  her  a  home,  cannot 
affect  her  legal  rights  under  the  contract. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  complainant  agreed  to  accept 
interest  on  the  whole  principal  of  the  bond,  sixty  dollars  per 
annum,  in  full  of  her  claim,  acknowledging  that  the  twenty- 
five  dollars  of  principal  was  not  necessary  for  her  support. 
This  agreement  is  not  satisfactorily  proved.  No  considera- 
tion is  pretended  to  have  been  paid  for  it.  The  complainant 
and  her  son,  while  they  admit  that  this  arrangement  was 
proposed,  both  deny  that  any  contract  to  that  effect  was  con- 
summated, ^he  complainant  is  entitled  to  recover  the  arrears 
of  interest,  with  the  annual  instalments  of  principal  remain- 
ing unpaid. 

There  is  a  clear  forfeiture  of  the  bond.  No  one  of  the  in- 
stalments of  interest,  except  the  first,  has  been  paid  within 
six  months  after  becoming  due.  By  the  terms  of  the  contract 
the  whole  principal  of  the  bond  has  become  due,  and  the 
complainant  is  entitled  to  have  the  same  collected  and  re- 
invested under  the  direction  of  the  court,  or  by  consent  of  the 
parties  interested. 

There  is  no  necessity  of  a  reference  to  a  master.  The 
amount  due  is  a  mere  matter  of  computation.  If  the  parties 
cannot  agree  as  to  the  amount,  the  computation  may  be  at 
once  made  and  the  amount  ascertained  by  a  master. 

It  is  obviously  for  the  interest  of  all  parties  that  the  in- 
vestment should  not  be  unnecessarily  changed ;  and  if  changed, 
that  it  should  be  by  consent  of  those  interested,  and  if  prac- 
ticable, without  the  aid  and  direction  of  the  couHuj 

The  complainant  is  entitled  to  costs.  If  tnemortgagor 
was  in  doubt  as  to  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  he  was  en- 
titled to  have  the  question  judicially  determined  for  his  own 
security,  but  not  at  the  cost  of  the  mortgagee.  Nor  will  the 
refusal  of  the  heirs  of  the  husband  to  sign  a  written  assent 
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to  the  payment  of  the  principal,  affect  the  question.  The 
rights  of  the  mortgagee  cannot  be  prejudiced  by  such  refusal. 
The  general  rule  is  that  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  costs, 
both  on  bills  to  redeem  and  to  foreclose.  See  cases  collected 
in  note  to  Oranstovm  v.  Johnston,  1  Hovenden's  Sup.  to 
Vesey  Jr.  267. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  exempt  the  defendant  from 
the  operation  of  the  general  rule. 


Phebe  Freeman  vs,  James  J.  Scofield  and  others. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  is  given  or  assigned  for  the  payment  of  a  deht  due 
to  two  or  more  jointly,  on  a  bill  to  foreclose  filed  by  the  surviving  obligee, 
the  executor  of  a  deceased  co-obligee  need  not  necessarily  be  joined  as  a 
complainant 

2.  When  there  are  conflicting  claims  between  the  parties  in  interest  in  the 
mortgage  debt,  the  surviving  obligee  may  file  the  bill  in  his  own  name, 
and  make  the  executor  of  the  deceased  co-obligee  a  defendant. 

3.  Whether  the  executor  of  a  deceased  co-obligee  should  be  joined  with 
the  surviving  obligee  as  complainant,  or  be  made  a  party  defendant  to  the 
suit,  is  a  question  of  form,  and  should  be  raised  upon  demurrer. 

4.  Objections  to  pleadings  which  involve  no  substantial  interest,  are  not 
allowed  upon  the  final  hearing. 


T.  Little,  for  complainant. 
Chandler,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage given  by  the  defendant  to  Ira  C.  Whitehead,  executor, 
and  by  him  him  assigned  to  Phebe  Freeman  and  Mary  Ann 
Freeman.  Mary  Ann  Freeman  died  testate  before  the  filing 
of  the  bill.  Phebe  Freeman,  the  surviving  assignee,  filed  the 
bill  in  her  own  name,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  one  half  of 
the  mortgage  debt  in  her  own  right,  and  to  the  balance  as 
trustee  for  the  estate  of  the  deceased  assignee.    The  defend- 
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ant,  by  bis  answer,  admits  all  tbe  material  cbarges  of  tbe 
bill,  but  insists  that  tbe  executor  of  the  deceased  assignee 
should  have  been  joined  in  the  bill  as  a  complainant.  The 
executor  is  made  a  defendant  and  a  decree  2)ro  confeaso  is 
taken  against  him. 

The  assignment,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  purports  to  have  been 
made  to  the  assignees  jointly.  They  had  a  joint  interest  in 
the  mortgage  debt,  and  occupy  the  same  position  as  to  their 
rights  that  they  would  have  done  had  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage been  made  to  them  jointly. 

The  rule  is  well  settled  that  when  one  of  two  or  more 
obUgees  or  others,  having  a  joint  legal  interest  in  the  con- 
tract, dies,  the  action  at  law  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  survivor,  and  the  executor  of  the  deceased  obligee  must 
not  be  joined.  Nor  can  he  sue  separately,  for  the  entire 
legal  interest  survives.  The  executor  must  resort  to  a  court 
of  equity  to  obtain  from  the  survivor  the  testator's  share  of 
the  sum  recovered.  1  Chittys  PL  {ed.  1837)  21 ;  Broom  on 
Parties,  8  C;  Anderson  v.  MartindcUe,  1  JEast  497. 

The  survivor  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  joint  se- 
curities, and  her  receipt  will  be  a  valid  discharge  for  the 
debt.  Nor  will  a  court  of  equity,  where  there  are  several 
joint  securities  in  the  hands  of  the  survivor,  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver to  collect  and  divide  the  joint  fund  in  the  proportions 
to  which  the  parties  are  entitled,  nor  compel  an  apportionment 
of  the  securities  between  them.  Penn  v.  Butler,  4  DaU.  354 ; 
Wallace  v.  Fitzsimmons,  1  DaU.  250. 

And  the  principle  applies  whether  the  beneficial  interest 
t)f  the  joint  obligees  in  the  fund  be  equal  or  unequal,  and 
even  though  the  entire  beneficial  interest  was  in  the  deceased 
obligee. 

The  legitimate  inference  from  the  statements  of  the  bill, 
which  are  not  denied,  is,  that  the  right  of  possession  and 
legal  ownership  of  the  securities  is  in  the  complainant,  and 
that  the  beneficial  interest  in  one  half  of  the  fund  is  also  in 
her.    She  holds  one  moiety  of  the  fund  in  her  own  right, 

c* 
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and  the  other  moiety  as  trustee  for  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
co-obligee. 

It  is  one  entire  debt,  and  must  be  recovered  either  at  law 
or  in  equity  by  one  suit,  and  not  in  separate  portions.  In 
cases  of  joint  claims  or  obligations,  all  persons  having  a  com- 
munity of  interest  in  the  claims  or  liabilities  and  who  may 
be  aflfected  by  the  decree,  are  to  be  made  parties.  Ston/s  Eq. 
PI,  §  159,  §  169. 

So  also  both  the  trustees  and  cestui  que  trust,  as  a  general 
rule,  are  necessary  parties.     Story's  Eq,  PL,  §  193,  §  207. 

The  object  of  the  rule  is  to  have  all  the  parties  in  interest 
before  the  court,  that  the  decree  may  be  final  and  conclusive 
upon  them,  and  afford  adequate  protection  to  the  party  re- 
quired to  perform  the  decree. 

Ordinarily  all  parties  interested  in  obtaining  a  decree  are 
joined  as  complainants,  but  not  necessarily  so.  The  cestui 
que  trust  may  refuse  to  join,  or  have  some  interest  adverse  to 
the  claim  of  the  complainant.  In  the  present  case  the  exec- 
utor might  have  alleged  that  the  testator  was  beneficially 
interested  in  the  securities  to  a  larger  amount  than  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  complainant.  Under  these  or  similar  circum- 
stances, the  surviving  obligee  must  file  the  bill  in  her  own 
name,  making  the  executor  of  the  deceased  co-obligee  a  de- 
fendant. If  any  such  reason  were  suggested  by  the  bill,  the 
bill  would  be  free  from  exception. 

It  would  perhaps  have  been  more  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  of  the  court,  had  the  survivor  and  the  executor  of 
the  deceased  obligee  united  as  complainants  in  the  suit.  But 
it  is  a  mere  question  of  practice,  and  the  course  adopted 
affects,  prejudicially,  no  substantial  interest.  The  necessary 
parties  are  all  before  the  court.  A  valid  decree  may  be  made 
which  will  effectually  protect  the  defendant  and  be  final  and 
conclusive  upon  all  parties  interested. 

If  there  be  anything  whatever  in  the  objection,  it  is  purely 
a  question  of  form,  and  should  have  been  raised  upon  a  de- 
murrer. Objections  to  pleadings  which  involve  no  subsUintial 
interest,  are  not  allowed  upon  a  final  hearing. 

The  comnlainant  is  entitled  to  a  decree. 
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George  R.  Johnson  and  William  M.  Bodine  vs,  Charles 
S.  Garrett  and  others. 

1.  a  Bale  by  anditors  in  attachment  of  several  tracts  of  land,  that  might 
conveniently  and  reasonably  have  been  sold  separately,  and  where  a  sale 
of  part  wonld  have  been  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debts  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  applying  creditors,  is  a  clear  breach  of  trust,  and  will  be  set  aside  as 
void. 

2.  A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  land,  subject  to  the  lien  of  an  attachment,  is 
entitled  to  relief  against  an  illegal  or  inequitable  sale  by  the  auditors. 

3.  Where  a  judicial  sale  is  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  gross  negligence  or 
abuse  of  trust,  the  officer  making  such  sale,  as  well  as  the  purchaser  acting 
in  collusion  with  him,  will  be  condemned  in  costs.  But  wbere  there  is  no 
charge  of  actual  fraud  or  collusion,  neither  the  officer  nor  purchaser  will 
be  condemned  in  costs. 


On  final  hearing. 

Hugg^  for  complainant  ex  parte. 

The  Chancellor.  Th«  bill  is  filed  to  set  aside  a  sale  of 
real  estate  made  by  auditors  in  attachment.  The  writ  under 
which  the  land  was  seized  and  sold,  was  issued  at  the  suit  of 
Charies  S.  Garrett  against  Joseph  0.  Johnson,  under  whom 
the  complainants  subsequently  acquired  title.  The  land  con- 
sists of  four  lots  on  Market  street,  in  the  city  of  Camden^ 
each  twenty  feet  front  by  one  hundred  and  eight  feet  deep, 
making  one  plot  of  eighty  by  one  hundred  and  eight  feet. 
Each  lot  was  worth  $1000.  They  could  conveniently  and 
reasonably  have  been  sold  separately.  The  whole  amount  of 
the  judgment  for  which  they  were  sold  was  less  than  three 
hundred  dollars.  The  four  lots  were  offered  in  one  entire 
parcel,  and  were  struck  ofi*  to  Garrett,  the  plaintifi*  in  attach- 
ment, for  $1015,  more  than  double  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment. Even  at  this  price,  two  of  the  lots  would  have  brought 
more  than  suflScient  to  pay  the  judgment.  There  is  no  rea- 
sonable room  for  doubt  that  any  one  of  the  lots  might  have 
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been  sold  for  more  than  enough  to  satisfy  all  the  claims 
under  the  attachment. 

The  sale,  as  made,  was  clearly  a  breach  of  trust  and  a 
violation  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  auditors.  They  were 
authorized  by  the  statute  to  sell  only  so  much  of  the  land 
as  was  necessary  to  satisfy  the  debts  of  the  plaintiff  and  of 
the  applying  creditors,  in  whose  favor  judgment  was  rendered. 
Nix.  Dig.  41,  §  35. 

In  Stead's  Executors  v.  Course,  4  Oraneh  403,  the  sale  was 
made  by  a  collector  of  taxes  under  a  statute  of  the  state  of 
Georgia,  conferring  powers  of  sale  upon  the  collector,  sub- 
stantially the  same  in  respect  to  the  real  estate  as  thoae 
conferred  upon  the  auditors  under  the  attachment  act  of  this 
state.  It  authorized  the  collector,  in  case  of  a  default  in  the 
payment  of  taxes,  to  proceed  against  the  defaulter  by  distress 
and  sale  of  his  goods  and  chattels,  if  any  be  found,  otherwise 
on  tfie  land  of  such  defaulter  or  so  much  thereof  as  unll  pay 
the  amount  of  taxes,  urith  costs.  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  setting  aside  the  sale, 
said :  ''  If  a  whole  tract  of  land  was  sold,  when  a  small  part 
of  it  would  have  been  sufficient  for  the  taxes,  the  collector 
unquestionably  exceeded  his  authority." 

In  Tieman  v.  Wilson,  6  Johns.  Ch.  JR.  414,  Chancellor 
Kent  said :  "  The  proposition  is  not  to  be  disputed,  that  a 
sheriff  ought  not  to  sell  at  one  time,  more  of  the  defendant's 
property  than  a  sound  judgment  would  dictate  to  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  demand,  provided  the  part  selected  can  be  con- 
veniently and  reasonably  detached  from  the  residue  of  the 
property  and  sold  separately.  The  justice  of  this  rule  is 
self-evident."  And  after  citing  with  approbation  the  case  of 
Stead's  Executors  v.  Course,  already  referred  to,  and  advert- 
ing to  the  fact  that  the  sale  in  that  case  was  made  under 
the  express  provisions  of  a  statute,  the  chancellor  adds: 
"  The  rule  must  be  the  same  without  any  positive  law  for 
the  purpose.  It  rests  on  principles  of  obvious  policy  and 
universal  justice." 
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The  same  principle  is  sanctioned  in  Woods  v.  MoneU,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  H.  506,  and  in  the  cases  there  cited. 

Doubtless  a  discretion  is  vested  by  law  in  the  officer  charged 
with  the  sale  of  real  estate,  either  by  authority  of  a  statute 
or  under  the  direction  of  a  judicial  tribunal,  touching  the 
quantity  of  land  necessary  to  be  sold,  and  whether  the  sale 
shall  be  in  bulk  or  in  parcels.  And  where  this  discretion 
has  been  exercised  by  the  officer,  courts  are  reluctant  to 
interfere  with  his  action,  except  in  a  clear  case  of  excess  of 
authority,  or  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  interested. 
The  objection  lies  not  against  the  exercise,  but  the  abuse  of 
the  discretion. 

The  complainants  appear  to  me  to  stand  upon  high  ground 
and  to  have  strong  claims  to  equitable  relief.  They  are  the 
real  owners  of  the  land.  They  purchased  and  paid  for  it  in 
good  faith,  believing  it  to  be  unencumbered,  and  having  no 
knowledge  or  suspicion  of  the  existence  of  the  attachment. 
The  defendant  in  attachment  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  and, 
80  far  as  appears,  no  substantial  motive  to  protect  the  interests 
of  his  alienees.  The  complainants  are  stripped  of  their  title 
by  virtue  of  legal  proceedings  against  a  third  party,  without 
any  wilful  default  or  neglect  upon  their  part.  They  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  claim  against  the  property, 
and  consequently  no  opportunity  of  satisfying  it.  They  had 
no  notice  of  the  proceedings  to  eflfect  a  sale,  and  no  opportunity 
of  protecting  their  rights.  In  cases  of  ordinary  sales  under 
judicial  process,  some  one  is  usually  present,  either  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  interested  in  seeing  that 
the  property  is  sold  fairly  and  for  something  like  its  market 
price.  But  under  sales  by  auditors  in  attachment,  where 
the  claim  is  small  and  the  property  levied  upon  is  valuable, 
&ere  is  no  such  protection.  The  sale  is  often  made,  as  was 
the  fact  in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  where  no  one 
is  present  or  has  an  opportunity  of  being  present,  who  is  in- 
terested in  enhancing  the  value  of  the  property  or  protecting 
the  rights  of  the  real  owners.  Under  such  circumstances  it 
is  peculiarly  important  that  all  excess  of  authority  and  all 
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abuse  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  auditors  should  be 
sedulously  guarded  against. 

There  is  no  defence  to  the  charges  of  the  bill.  No  answer 
has  been  filed,  either  by  the  auditors  or  by  the  purchaser. 
The  bill  is  taken  as  confessed.  All  the  material  facts  are 
clearly  established  in  evidence.  I  entertain  no  doubt  as  to 
the  right  or  the  duty  of  the  court  to  interfere  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  complainants. 

In  Tieman  v.  Wilson^  6  Johns,  Ch.  R.  411,  where  a  sale 
was  made  under  circumstances  not  dissimilar  in  several  of  its 
features  from  the  sale  now  in  question,  the  court  set  aside 
the  sale  and  ordered  the  purchaser  who  had  received  his 
deed,  to  deliver  it  up  to  be  cancelled,  although  he  was  a 
stranger  to  the  proceeding,  and  as  against  him  there  was  no 
charge  of  fraud.  The  sheriflf  also,  on  the  ground  of  gross 
negligence  and  abuse  of  trust  on  his  part,  was  condemned  in 
the  costs  occasioned  by  his  defending  the  suit,  although  there 
was  no  charge  of  actual  corruption  against  him. 

There  is  no  charge  in  the  bill,  or  intimation  in  the  evidence, 
of  any  collusion  between  the  auditors  and  the  plaintiff  in 
attachment  who  became  the  purchaser  at  the  sale;  and 
although  the  conduct  of  the  purchaser  since  the  sale,  in  re- 
fusing, upon  a  tender  of  full  satisfaction,  to  release  a  claim 
most  inequitable  as  against  the  complainants,  appears  to  have 
been  unreasonable  and  oppressive,  I  find  no  ground  upon 
which  either  of  the  defendants  can  be  condemned  in  costs. 

I  shall  accordingly  decree  that  the  sale  be  set  aside  as 
void,  but  without  costs,  with  liberty  to  the  complainants,  in 
case  the  plaintiflf  or  other  creditors  in  attachment,  upon  being 
paid  or  tendered  the  amount  due,  refuse  to  acknowledge 
satisfaction  of  their  claims,  to  apply  to  this  court  for  a  per- 
petual injunction  or  such  other  relief  as  they  may  be  advised. 
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John  Keeney  vs.  George  Atwood  and  others. 

By  the  act  of  1854,  Nix.  Dig.  851,  {  64,  when  the  mortgagee  resides  in  a 
different  township  from  that  in  which  the  mortgaged  premises  lie,  the  tax 
on  the  money  secured  hy  the  mortgage  is  to  he  assessed  against  and  paid 
hy  the  mortgagor  in  the  township  where  the  lands  lie,  and  the  receipt  of 
the  collector  therefor  is  made  a  legal  payment  for  so  much  of  the  interest 
of  the  mortgage,  and  is  to  he  allowed  and  deducted  therefrom  by  the  mort- 
gagee.   MM — 

1.  The  payment  of  the  tax  and  the  receipt  of  the  collector  is  a  legal  pay- 
ment of  so  much  interest^  not  of  principal ;  a  payment  of  the  accnted  and 
accruing  interest,  not  of  interest  to  grow  due  at  some  future  time. 

2.  When  a  mortgagor,  entitled  to  have  the  tax  assessed  against  and 
paid  by  him  deducted  from  the  interest,  has  paid  the  interest  in  full  as  it 
became  due,  without  deducting  the  tax,  he  cannot  afterwards  claim  any 
deduction  therefor  from  the  arrears  of  interest. 


/.  W.  Taylor,  for  complainant. 
H,  S.  Little,  for  Atwood  and  wife. 

The  Chancellor.  The  complainant's  bill  is  filed  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage,  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  bond  for 
$750,  bearing  dat^  on  the  tenth  of  April,  1862,  with  interest. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  claim  that  interest  has 
been  paid  up  to  the  first  of  April,  1856.  They  admit  that 
the  principal  of  the  bond  is  due,  together  with  interest  from 
that  dat^,  less  the  sums  paid  by  the  defendants  for  the  taxes 
assessed  on  the  principal  of  the  debt,  from  the  date  of  the 
mortgage,  up  to  and  including  the  year  1861.  The  taxes 
so  paid,  the  defendants  claim,  are  a  lawful  deduction  to  be 
made  from  the  interest  due  and  accrued  upon  the  mortgage 
debt.  The  only  question  submitted  for  decision  is,  whether 
upon  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  bill  and  answer,  the  defendants 
are  entitled  to  have  such  deduction  made.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  interest  has  been  paid  for  four  years  after  the  date 
of  the  bond.     The  defendants  clearly  cannot,  in  ah  action  at 
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law,  recover  back  any  part  of  the  interest  thus  voluntarily 
paid  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts.  Money  paid  volun- 
tarily cannot  be  recovered  back,  although  it  was  not  legally 
or  equitably  due.    Vohyiti  nonfit  injuria. 

Upon  this  principle,  it  was  held  that  an  occupier  of  lands, 
who  during  a  course  of  years  paid  the  property  tax  to  the 
collector  under  the  statute,  46  Geo.  3,  chap.  65,  and  likewise 
the  full  rent,  as  it  became  due  to  the  landlord,  without 
claiming,  as  he  might  have  done,  any  deduction  on  account 
of  the  tax,  could  not  maintain  an  action  against  the  landlord 
for  any  part  of  the  tax  so  paid.  So  where  a  tenant  pays 
property  tax  assessed  on  the  premises,  and  omits  to  deduct 
it  in  the  next  payment  of  rent,  he  cannot  afterwards  recover 
the  amount  as  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  landlord.  Derdey 
V.  Moore,  1  Bam.  ^  Aid.  123 ;  Stubbs  v.  Parsons,  3  Ibid. 
516;  Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  {5th  ed.)  201,  204. 

So  if  the  land  tax  and  paving  rates  are  not  deducted  from 
the  rent  of  the  current  year,  they  cannot  be  deducted,  or  the 
amount  of  them  be  recovered  back  from  the  landlord,  in  any 
subsequent  year.     Andrew  v.  Hancock,  1  Brod.  (J-  Bing.  37. 

In  Stubbs  V.  Parsons,  Bayley  J.,  said :  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  act  is,  that  a  payment  of  the  land  tax  can  only  be 
deducted  out  of  the  rent  which  has  then  accrued  or  is  then 
accruing  due,  for  the  law  considers  the  payment  of  the  land 
tax  as  a  payment  of  so  much  of  the  rent  then  due  or  grow- 
ing due  to  the  landlord ;  and  if  he  afterwards  pays  the  rent 
in  full,  he  cannot  at  a  subsequent  time  deduct  the  overpay- 
ment from  the  rent. 

The  act  of  1854,  N'lx.  Dig.  851,  §  64,  should  receive  a  simi- 
lar construction.  If  the  holder  of  the  mortgage  resides  in 
the  township  or  county  where  the  mortgaged  premises  lie, 
the  tax  is  assessed  upon  him.  If  the  mortgagee  resides  else- 
where, the  tax  on  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage  is  to 
be  assessed  against  and  paid  by  the  mortgagor  in  the  town- 
ship where  the  lands  lie.  And  it  is  enacted,  that  "  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  collector  shall  be  a  legal  payment  for  so  much  of 
the  interest  of  said  mortgage,  and  be  allowed  and  deducted 
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therefrom  by  the  mortgagee"  The  payment  of  the  tax  and 
the  receipt  of  the  collector  is  a  legal  paym^ent  for  so  much 
of  the  interest  of  the  mortgage,  and  is  to  be  deducted  there- 
from. It  operates  only  as  a  payment  of  the  interesty  not  of 
the  principal.  It  must  be  intended  to  be  a  payment  of  the  ac- 
crued and  accruing  interest,  not  of  interest  to  grow  due  in 
future.  It  is  not  a  set-off  to  be  made  against  a  demand 
that  may  afterwards  arise,  but  a  payment  of  a  subsisting  or 
accruing  debt.  This  is  the  natural  interpretation  of  the  lan- 
guage, and  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  sound  policy  of  the 
act.  The  tax  is  upon  the  property  of  the  obligor.  The  bur- 
den is  upon  him.  He  is  entitled  not  only  to  be  informed  of 
its  existence  and  amount,  but  to  pay  it  year  by  year  as  it  is 
assessed.  Not  only  serious  inconvenience  but  great  injustice 
would  be  produced  by  suffering  the  mortgagor  to  pay  the 
interest  on  the  bond  for  a  series  of  years  without  claiming 
any  deduction  for  taxes,  and  then  to  claim  the  whole  amount 
in  a  single  year.  The  burden  would  be  still  greater  and  the 
injustice  more  apparent,  if  the  claim  is  permitted  to  be  made 
after  the  death  of  the  mortgagor,  or  an  assignment  of  the 
mortgage.  Its  operation  then  would  be  to  compel  one  party 
to  pay  the  tax  assessed  upon  the  property  of  another,  and 
the  claim  if  permitted,  may  be  set  up  after  any  lapse  of  time 
however  great.  No  statute  of  limitations  can  run  against  it, 
for  the  statute  makes  it,  not  a  set-off  or  legal  demand,  but  a 
payment  of  the  interest  pro  tanto. 

But  there  is  another  and  equally  decisive  objection  in  this 
case  to  the  allowance  of  the  taxes  as  a  payment  of  interest. 
There  is  no  averment  in  the  answer,  that  when  the  taxes 
were  assessed,  the  mortgagee  did  not  reside  in  the  township 
or  county  where  the  mortgaged  premises  lie.  For  all  that 
appears,  the  mortgagee  may  have  resided  in  the  county 
where  the  mortgaged  premises  lie,  or  he  may  have  resided 
out  of  the  state.  In  either  event,  the  defendants  are  not  en- 
titled to  the  deduction.  If  the  holder  of  the  mortgage  resided 
in  the  township  where  the  mortgaged  premises  lie,  the  tax 
should  have  been  assessed  against  him,  and  not  against  the 
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mortgagor.  If  he  lived  out  of  the  state,  he  was  not  liable  to 
be  assessed,  nor  is  the  mortgagor  entitled  to  any  deduction 
on  that  account.  The  act  of  1854  does  not  subject  to  taxa- 
tion, the  bonds,  mortgages,  and  other  choses  in  action  of 
persons  who  are  not  inhabitants  of  this  state.  State  v.  Branin, 
3  Zab.  484;  Dolman  v.  Cook,  1  McCarter  56. 

The  facts  stated  in  the  answer  should  show  a  valid  defence 
to  the  claim. 

There  must  be  a  reference  to  a  master,  with  instructions 
to  disallow  the  claim  for  deduction  from  the  arrears  of  in- 
terest on  account  of  taxes. 


William  P.  Michener,  William  House  and  Joshua 
Thompson,  Commissioners,  Ac,  va,  Stacy  Lloyd  and 
others. 

Land  owned  by  two  tenants  in  common  waa  oidered  to  be  sold  by  com- 
miffiionen  appointed  to  make  partition  thereof.  At  the  first  sale  the  land 
was  stnick  off  to  one  of  the  tenants  in  common,  who  refused  to  accept  the 
deed  or  pay  the  purchase  money.  The  premises  were  thereupon  again 
exposed  to  sale,  and  struck  off  for  a  less  sum.  By  the  terms  of  the  first 
sale,  if  the  purchaser  refuse-l  to  comply  with  the  conditions,  the  property 
Wis  to  be  resold,  and  the  purcha-er  held  liable  for  the  loss.  The  deficiency 
on  the  second  sale  was  |l-00.  On  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  sale, 
the  co-tenant  claimed,  as  against  the  purchaser  at  the  first  sale,  an  allow- 
ance for  the  loss  sustained  by  reason  of  his  non-compliance  with  the  con- 
ditions. The  claim  being  disputed,  and  an  order  of  distribution  having 
been  made,  the  commissioners  refused  to  pay  over  the  money  in  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  order,  and  filed  a  bill  of  interpleader  asking  to  have 
the  right  determined.  There  was  some  dispute  as  to  the  terms  of  the  order 
for  distribution.     Held — 

1.  The  only  lej^al  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the  order  of  the  court,  is  the 
record  or  a  duly  certified  copy  thereof.  Evidence  of  what  passed  at  the 
time  of  making  it,  or  of  the  precise  terms  of  the  order  itself  as  directed  by 
the  court,  is  incompetent. 

2.  The  deficiency  incurred  by  a  resale  of  the  property,  can  only  be  re- 
covered by  an  action  brought  by  the  commissioners,  and  when  recovered, 
be  distributed  by  order  of  the  court,  as  part  of  the  money  arising  from  the 
Bale  of  the  land. 
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3.  The  deficiency  can  constitute  no  legal  8et-o£f  against  the  claims  of  the 
defaulting  co-tenant  for  his  share  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  under  the  order 
for  distribution. 

4.  The  case  furnishes  no  ground  for  a  bill  of  interpleader  by  the  com- 
missioners. 


S.  A.  Allen,  for  complainants. 
A.  Sinnickson,  for  Lloyd. 

The  Chancellor.  The  complainants  are  commissioners, 
appointed  by  a  judge  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Salem 
county,  to  make  partition  of  certain  real  estate  owned  by 
Stacy  Lloyd  and  Thomas  Mulford  as  tenants  in  common. 
The  commissioners  having  reported  that  partition  of  the  land 
could  not  be  made,  they  were  ordered  to  sell  the  same  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute.  At  the  first  sale,  Lloyd,  one  of 
the  tenants  in  common  of  the  land,  became  the  purchaser 
for  $4030.  Lloyd  having  failed  to  comply  with  the  condi- 
tions of  sale,  and  refusing  to  accept  a  deed  or  pay  the  pur- 
chase money,  the  premises  were  again  exposed  to  sale  and 
were  struck  off  to  Mulford,  the  other  tenant  in  common,  for 
$2830. 

The  sale  having  been  confirmed,  he  paid  the  purchase 
money  and  received  title.  One  half  of  the  net  proceeds  of 
the  sale  were  ordered  by  the  court  to  be  paid  to  Mulford, 
one  of  the  o wipers,  and  after  satisfying,  out  of  the  other  half 
of  the  net  proceeds,  certain  encumbrances  upon  the  share  of 
Lloyd  in  the  said  land,  the  court  directed  the  residue  thereof, 
being  $660.60,  to  be  paid  to  Lloyd,  the  other  tenant  in 
common. 

One  of  the  terms  of  the  first  sale  was,  that  if  the  purchaser 
refused  to  comply  with  the  conditions  and  pay  the  purchase 
money,  the  property  would  be  resold,  and  if  it  sold  for  less 
than  at  the  first  sale,  the  purchaser  would  be  held  liable  for 
the  difference.  The  deficiency  on  the  second  sale  was  $1200. 
Molford  claims,  as  against  his  co-tenant  who  became  the  pur- 
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chaser^  that  he  is  entitled  to  receive  one  half  of  this  sum. 
Notice  of  this  claim  having  been  given  to  the  commissioners, 
they  refused  to  pay  over  the  money  to  Lloyd  in  compliance 
with  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  filed  their 
bill  oi  interpleader  in  this  court,  asking  to  have  the  right 
determined. 

The  order  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  expressly  directs 
the  commissioners  to  pay  over  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
Lloyd's  share  of  the  land,  after  satisfying  the  legal  encum- 
brances thereon,  to  Lloyd.  There  is  no  allegation  of  fraud 
in  obtaining  the  order.  Some  question  is  raised  and  evi- 
dence offered,  as  to  what  passed  at  the  time  of  making  the 
order,  and  as  to  the  precise  terms  of  the  order  itself  as 
directed  by  the  court.  But  this  evidence  is  clearly  incom- 
pet-ent.  The  only  legal  evidence  of  what  the  order  actually 
made  was,  is  the  record  or  a  duly  certified  copy  thereof. 
The  court  will  not  go  behind  the  record  to  ascertain  what 
was  said  at  the  time  of  making  the  order.  If  the  entry  in 
the  minutes  was  erroneous,  the  proper  remedy  would  have 
been  by  application  to  the  court  in  which  it  was  made.  But 
it  is  evident  that  there  was  no  mistake  in  the  entry  of  the 
order.  It  is>  in  fact,  the  only  order  that  could  properly  have 
been  made.  The  statute  requires  that  the  moneys  arising 
from  the  sale  shall  be  ordered  by  the  court  to  be  paid  by  the 
commissioners  to  the  parties  interested  in  the  real  estate  so 
sold,  in  proportion  to  their  respective  rights  in  the  same. 
Nix,  Dig,  605,  §  21.  The  court  has  no  alternative  and  no 
discretion  on  the  subject.  The  encumbrances  on  the  respec- 
tive shares  are  of  course  to  be  satisfied.  The  value  of  each 
share  of  the  property,  over  and  above  the  encumbrances 
thereon,  alone  represents  the  right  of  the  respective  owners. 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  to  have  paid  the  money 
in  compliance  with  the  order  of  the  court.  The  order  would 
have  afforded  them  full  protection.  The  rights  of  those  in- 
terested were  settled  by  the  determination  of  the  court. 

The  complainants  are  eatitled  to  no  relief  in  equity.  If 
the  first  purchaser  was  liable  for  the  amount  of  the  deficiency 
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which  occurred  upon  the  resale,  it  was  the  province  of  the 
commissioners  to  have  enforced  its  payment,  by  suit  or  other- 
wise, and  to  have  carried  the  money  thus  recovered  to  the 
account  of  sales.  It  would  thus  have  represented  a  part  of 
the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  and  been 
subject  to  distribution  among  the  owners.  But  what  right 
have  the  commissioners  now  to  recover  this  money  ?  The 
net  proceeds  of  the  sale  have  been  ascertained  and  distributed, 
under  the  order  of  the  court.  The  duty  of  the  commissioners 
is  ended.  They  a,refuncti  officio ,  and  if  the  money  could  be 
recovered  by  them,  by  what  authority  is  it  to  be  drawn  out 
of  their  hands  ?  What  claim  has  the  owner  of  the  land  to 
it  ?  He  cannot  claim  it  as  a  part  of  the  moneys  arising  from 
the  sale  of  the  land.  That  has  already  been  ascertained  and 
paid  to  him  under  the  order  of  the  court.  If  recovered  at 
all,  it  must  be  as  damages  sustained  by  the  breach  of  the 
contract  contained  in  the  conditions  of  sale.  That  contract 
was  with  the  commissioners,  and  they  alone  would  have  the 
right  to  enforce  it.  And  the  remedy  upon  that  contract 
would  properly  not  be  in  this  court,  but  in  a  court  of  law. 
Until  the  right  to  recover  upon  that  contract  is  established, 
it  is  not  perceived  that  either  the  commissioners  or  the  land 
owners  have  any  equity  which  would  enable  them  to  come 
into  this  court  for  relief. 

But  if  there  be  a  subsisting  equity  as  between  Mulford 
and  Lloyd,  upon  which  the  former  is  entitled  to  relief,  it  is 
clear  that  there  is  no  ground  upon  which  these  complainanta 
can  file  a  bill  of  interpleader ;  because  Mulford  has  no  legal 
or  equitable  claim  as  against  them  for  the  fund.  It  is  in 
their  hands  as  the  trustees  of  Lloyd.  They  are  required  by 
law  and  are  directed  by  the  order  of  the  court,  to  pay  it  to 
him.  No  lien  or  claim  upon  the  fund  has  been  created  or 
acquired  since  the  order  of  the  court,  which  can  raise  any 
doubt  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties.  No  attachment  or  ex- 
ecution has  been  served.  It  is  simply  an  attempt  of  Mulford 
to  enforce  a  supposed  equitable  or  legal  demand  against 
Lloyd,  by  preventing  the  trustees  from  paying  over  the 
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money  to  the  rightful  owner.  This  is  not  the  oflSce  of  a  bill 
of  interpleader.  Mitford's  Eq.  PL  142 ;  3  DanieWa  Ch.  Pr. 
1759 ;  SUyt^'8  Eq.  PL,  §  292 ;  2  Stcyry'a  Eq.,  §  816,  817. 

The  bill  is  not  filed  for  the  protection  of  the  complainants 
against  the  adverse  claims  of  the  defendants.  They  are,  as 
the  evidence  shows,  indemnified  by  Mulford,  one  of  the  con- 
testing claimants  to  the  fund.  The  bill  is  obviously  filed,  if 
not  at  his  instance,  yet  in  his  interest  and  for  his  benefit. 
His  answer  is  a  mere  echo  to  the  charges  and  allegations  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


James  C.  Atwater  vs.  Frederick  W.  Walker. 

1.  The  validity  of  a  contract  most  depend  upon  the  laws  of  the  state 
'where  the  contract  was  made. 

2.  Where  the  answer  alleges  generally,  that  the  contract  upon  which  the 
suit  is  brought  is  usurious,  without  any  more  specific  allegation,  it  must 
be  intended  that  the  defence  is  that  the  contract  is  in  violation  of  the  statutes 
of  this  state,  and  to  that  objection  alone  the  defence  must  be  limited. 


MUU,  for  complainant. 

If  mortgage  is  usurious,  it  is  so  by  law  of  New  York.  The 
usury  depends  on  the  lex  loci  contractus. 

It  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  show  fact  as  well  by 
pleadings  as  proofs.     Campion  v.  Kille,  1  McCarter  229. 

If  the  security  was  once  valid,  it  cannot  be  invalidated. 
Donniiigton  v.  Meeker,  3  StockL  362 ;  Varick's  Exr  v.  Cranes 
3  Greens  Ch.  B.  128;  19  Johns.  B.  294;  2  Ibid.  455;  2 
Caines  Cases  in  Error  66 ;  Chitty  on  Contracts  607. 

Cutler,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.    The  only  defence  raised  by  the  plead- 
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ings  to  the  claim  of  the  complainant  for  a  decree  is,  that 
the  mortgage  sought  to  be  foreclosed  is  void  for  usury.  The 
answer  states  the  circumstances  under  which  the  loan  was 
made,  which  are  relied  upon  as  constituting  the  usury,  and 
prays  that  the  mortgage,  so  executed  by  the  defendant  to 
the  said  James  C.  Atwater,  may  be  decreed  to  be  usurious, 
void,  and  of  no  eflFect.  It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  the 
negotiations  for  the  loan  were  all  carried  on  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  and  that  the  loan  was  made  there.  The  com- 
plainant was  at  the  time  a  resident  of  the  state  of  New  York. 
It  is  clearly  a  New  York  contract,  and  its  validity  must  de- 
pend upon  the  laws  of  that  state. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  in  this  court,  that  where  the 
answer  alleges  generally  that  the  contract  is  usurious,  with- 
out any  more  specific  allegation,  it  must  be  intended  that 
the  defence  is  that  the  contract  is  in  violation  of  the  statutes 
of  this  state,  and  to  that  objection  alone  the  defence  must  be 
limited.  Cotheal  v.  Blydenburgh,  1  Halst  Ch.  R,  19;  Dol- 
man V.  Cook  J  1  McCarteXy  56 ;  Campion  v.  KiUey  Ibid,  229. 

Though  the  point  had  been  repeatedly  decided  in  this 
court  and  elsewhere,  it  had  not  been  formally  sanctioned  by 
the  Court  of  Appeals  of  this  state  at  the  time  this  cause  was 
argued.  An  appeal  had  been  taken  in  the  case  of  KiUe  v. 
Ca7npion,  and  that  point,  among  others,  had  been  argued 
and  was  then  pending  undecided  in  that  court.  The  decision 
has  since  been  pronounced,  aflSrming  the  decree  and  sus- 
taining the  principle  as  hitherto  understood  and  recognized. 

The  ground  of  the  principle  is  stated  with  great  clearness 
and  force  by  Mr.  Justice  Vredenburgh,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  the  doctrine  must  be 
regarded  as  finally  settled. 

This  renders  the  evidence  in  the  cause  inapplicable  to  the 
i.ssue,  and  the  defence  unavailing. 

This  point  was  treated  at  the  hearing  as  an  open  question, 
and  the  cause  was  heard  upon  the  merits.  Inasmuch  as  a 
large  amount  of  testimony  has  been  taken,  and  the  case  upon 
the  merits  was  very  fully  discussed  by  counsel,  it  may  be 
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proper  and  satisfactory  to  the  parties  to  state  that,  aside 
from  the  technical  di£Sculty  arising  out  of  the  pleading,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  defence  was  not  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
The  usury  was  not  proved. 

The  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  decree. 

Note. — From  this  decree  of  the  Chancellor  an  appeal  was 
taken,  and  the  decree  unanimously  affirmed  at  November 
Term,  1863. 


Peter  Hoaqland  vs.  Harman  H.  Titus  and  others. 

1.  Where  the  evidence  in  a  cause  fails  to  prove  that  a  transfer  of  pro- 
missory notes  was  procured  by  fraud  or  false  accusation,  or  by  any  combi- 
nation or  conspiracy,  it  seems  nevertheless,  that  the  transfer  may  be  held 
invalid  on  the  ground  of  surpruCt  coupled  with  evidence  of  mental  weak- 
ness. 

2.  On  this  ground  under  the  circumstances  a  re-hearing  was  ordered  * 

The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  May  11th,  1861.  Pursuant 
to  the  prayer  of  the  bill  an  injunction  issued,  restraining  the 
defendants  from  transferring  or  negotiating  three  several 
notes,  amounting  to  $3429,  endorsed  by  the  complainant  to 
Harman  H.  Titus.  A  motion  was  made  to  dissolve  the  in- 
junction and  argument  was  had  thereon.  The  motion  was 
denied.  The  opinion  of  the  Chancellor  denying  the  motion, 
will  be  found  reported  in  1  McCarter  81. 

The  complainant  now  seeks  to  set  aside  the  transfer  of  the 
notes. 

J.  V.  Voorhees  and  Bansom,  for  complainant. 

1.  The  transfers  were  without  consideration. 

2.  Consideration  in  part  illegal ;  it  being  the  suppression 

*T)ie  cause  was  not  re-heard,  the  parties  having  in  the  meantime  effected 
an  amicable  settlement. 
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of  a  criminal  prosecution.  1  Parsons  on  Contracts,  380,  and 
cases  died  in  note ;  Collins  v.  Blantem,  2  WHs,  347 ;  Arm- 
strong  v.  Toler,  11  Wheat.  258 ;  Deermg  v.  Chapman,  22 
Jlfain«  488;  Eeirv,  LeeToan,  9  Qmens  £.  371;  Gardner 
V.  Jfozey,  9  -B.  ifo7i.  90;  7  GreenZ.  461;  3  Oww^.  19;  2 
P«ter«  527. 

3.  Transfer  procured  under  duress, 

Beasley,  for  defendants. 

The  defendants  are  not  here  to  enforce  a  contract.  The 
complainant  is  not  in  a  position,  therefore,  to  invoke  the 
benefit  of  the  second  and  third  points. 

There  is  no  duress.  1  Farsons  on  Cont,  319,  320 ;  1  Story's 
Eq.  Jur.,  §  239 ;  1  £la.  Com.  130,  notes ;  1  JSden  on  Inj.  27. 

It  does  not  fall  within  cases  of  surprise.  Evans  v.  Lie- 
weUyn,  2  Bro.  Ch.  B.  150;  1  Cox  333. 

The  Chancellor.    On  the  twelfth  of  February,  1861, 

Peter  Hoagland,  the  complainant,  endorsed  and  delivered  to 

Harman  H.  Titus,  one  of  the  defendants,  three  promissory 

notes,  then  held  and  owned  by  him,  viz.  one  made  by  Dennis 

S.  Hoagland  to  the  complainant,  for  $2179 ;  another  made 

by  Harman  Hoagland,  for  $950;   and  the  third  made  by 

Christopher  S.  Hoagland,  for  $300 ;  all  of  which  were  then 

past  due,  and  which  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  endorsee 

at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill. 

The  bill  seeks  to  set  aside  the  transfers  of  these  notes  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  obtained  by  fraud,  false  accusa- 
tion and  threats,  and  without  any  value  whatever ;  by  means 
of  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  between  the  defendants,  the  said 
Harman,  and  his  sister  and  mother. 

On  filing  the  bill  an  injunction  issued  to  restrain  the 
transfer  of  the  notes  by  the  endorsee. 

So  far  as  the  case  rests  upon  the  charges  that  the  transfer 
of  the  notes  was  procured  by  fraud  or  false  accusation,  or  by 
any  combination  or  conspiracy  between  the  defendants,  it  is 
not  BustaiDed  by  the  evidence.    Jane  Titus,  one  of  the  de- 


46  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Hoagland  v.  Titos. 

fendants,  is  the  sister  of  the  complainant,  and  the  mother  of 
Harman  H.  and  Lenah  Titus,  the  other  defendants.  At  the 
time  of  this  transaction,  the  complainant  lived  with  his  sister 
and  her  family,  in  the  county  of  Somerset.  On  the  eleventh 
of  February,  1861,  a  note  was  sent,  at  the  mother's  request, 
to  her  son  Harman,  apprizing  him  that  his  sister  Lenah  was 
pregnant  by  her  uncle,  the  complainant,  and  that  the  family 
wanted  his  advice.  The  note  was  received  by  the  son  on  the 
morning  of  the  twelfth  of  February,  at  the  city  of  Trenton. 
He  went  that  evening  to  Somerville,  where,  after  consulting 
counsel  and  in  pursuance  of  his  advice,  he  sued  out  a  warrant 
upon  his  own  affidavit  against  the  complainant  on  a  charge 
of  fornication,  placed  the  warrant  in  the  hands  of  a  constable, 
and  accompanied  by  the  officer,  reached  his  mother's  house 
before  midnight,  and  within  three  hours  afterwards  the  notes 
were  endorsed  and  delivered  to  Harman  H.  Titus.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  case  to  justify  a  suspicion  that  the  son  was 
not  actuated  in  the  whole  transaction  by  the  best  of  motives, 
or  that  the  son  and  the  mother  did  not  act  upon  the  full  con- 
viction and  belief  that  the  complainant  was  guilty  of  the 
crime  laid  to  his  charge. 

Nor  is  there  any  evidence  to  justify  the  belief  that  the 
charge  against  the  complainant  is  false.  The  mother  of  the 
child,  in  her  answer,  expressly  states  that  he  is  the  father  of 
the  child,  and  if  there  were  room  for  doubt  upon  that  point, 
there  is  the  most  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  complainant, 
notwithstanding  the  express  allegations  contained  in  his  bill  to 
the  contrary,  was  guilty  of  criminal  intercourse  with  the 
mother  of  the  child.  The  investigation  of  the  case  must  pro- 
ceed upon  the  ground  that  there  was  neither  a  false  charge, 
nor  conspiracy,  nor  fraud  resorted  to,  to  obtain  the  transfer 
of  the  notes. 

Nor  is  there  any  evidence  that  the  transfers  were  made 
under  duress.  The  evidence  is,  that  the  warrant  was  not 
served,  that  the  officer  was  not  seen  by  the  complainant, 
that  the  presence  of  the  officer  in  the  house,  or  even  the  feet 
of  the  existence  of  the  warrant,  was  not  made  known  to  the 
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complainant  until  after  the  notes  had  been  endorsed  and  de- 
livered. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  endorsement  of  these  notes  is 
founded  upon  an  illegal  consideration,  to  wit,  the  suppression 
of  a  criminal  prosecution,  or  if  that  fact  is  not  esta-blished, 
then  that  the  contract  was  without  any  valuable  consideration 
whatever,  being  founded  merely  on  the  moral  obligation 
resting  on  the  complainant  to  repair  the  wrong  which  he  had 
inflicted.     It  is  true  that  both  these  defences  are  available 
at  law,  but  it  is  apparent  that  if  the  bill  is  dismissed  and  the 
injunction  dissolved,  the  notes  may  be  at  once  transferred  to 
a  bonafde  holder,  and  the  complainant  be  thus  deprived  of 
all  opportunity  of  making  defence.     I  am  the  more  disposed 
to  retain  the  cause,  in  order  to  the  discussion  of  another  ob- 
jection suggested  on  the  argument,  viz,  that  the  contract  is 
invalid  on  the  ground  of  surprise,  coupled  as  it  is  with  evi- 
dence of  the  mental  weakness  of  the  complainant.     The  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  defendants  is,  that  the  complainant, 
as  a  recompense  for  the  injury  he  had  inflicted  upon  his 
niece,  and  in  order  to  her  future  support,  not  only  assigned 
to  her  the  notes  in  question,  amounting  to  about  $3500,  but 
that  he  also  agreed  to  transfer  to  her  every  article  of  per- 
sonal property  he  owned,  even  to  his  clothing,  amounting  in 
value  to  $500  more.    Having  thus  voluntarily,  as  is  alleged, 
^igreed  to  strip  himself  of  his  entire  property,  he  refused  to 
go  to  Somerville  to  make  a  legal  transfer  of  the  property, 
^d  was  only  induced  to  go  by  threats  of  arrest  and  the  in- 
fluence of  the  oflScer  who  held  the  warrant  and  the  authority 
to  arrest  him.  The  claim  to  the  residue  of  the  complainant's 
property,  as  well  as  the  execution  of  any  further  instrument 
of  transfer,  was  abandoned  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  but 
Dot  from  any  objection  made  by  the  complainant.     On  the 
contrary,  he  told  them  to  take  all  he  had,  though  in  a  manner 
that  suggested  to  counsel  the  idea  that  it  was  not  of  his  free 
will  A  release  was  prepared  by  counsel  of  all  claims  against 
him  in  relation  to  the  transaction,  but  he  utterly  refused  to 
tcoept  it.  On  his  return  from  Somerville  he  borrowed  money 
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to  pay  the  fees  of  counsel  employed  against  him,  of  the  oflScer 
who  arrested  him,  and  the  travelling  expenses  of  the  party 
making  the  charge  against  him.  All  this,  it  is  suggested, 
was  induced  by  the  promptings  of  remorse,  in  order  to  make 
atonement,  as  far  as  possible,  for  the  deep  wrong  that  he  had 
inflicted.  It  may  be  so.  But  it  also  gives  rise  to  considera- 
tions of  a  different  character,  and  in  connection  with  the  pre- 
vious history  of  the  complainant,  renders  it  proper  that  the 
case  should  undergo  a  more  full  discussion  and  consideration. 
I  shall  order  a  re-hearing.  In  the  meantime,  I  earnestly 
hope  that  an  eflbrt  will  be  made  by  the  parties  to  efiect  an 
amicable  settlement  of  the  diflSculty.  A  great  wrong  has 
been  done  by  the  complainant  for  which  he  ought  to  make 
reparation,  and  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  be  promptly 
done,  without  further  litigation,  expense  or  occasion  for 
scandal.  If  the  settlement  cannot  be  made,  I  will  direct  the 
cause  to  be  set  down  and  re-heard  at  the  present  term. 


Andrew  J.  Cummins  vs,  Ezekiel  Little  and  others. 

1.  The  well  settled  doctrine  of  the  court  of  equity  is,  that  mere  inadequacy 
of  price  affords  no  ground  of  relief,  either  against  a  private  contract  or  a 
judicial  sale. 

2.  But  inadequacy  of  price  may  he  so  gross  and  unconscionable  as  to 
shock  the  conscience,  and,  in  the  case  of  a  private  contract,  to  amount  to 
conclusive  an<l  decisive  evidence  of  fraud ;  or,  in  the  case  of  a  judicial  sale, 
to  constructive  fraud  and  abuse  of  ti  ust. 

3.  That  is  a  public  and  a  proper  place  for  setting  up  advertiflements, 
contemplated  by  the  act  regulating  sales  of  real  estate,  which  is  likely  to 
give  information  to  those  interested,  and  who  may  probably  become  bidders 
at  the  sale. 

4.  The  sheriff  is  bound  to  conduct  the  sale  so  as  to  protect  the  rights  and 
promote  the  interests  of  all  parties  in  interest,  and  to  this  end  to  secure,  as 
far  as  practicable,  the  most  general  diffusion  of  the  notice  of  sale. 

5.  The  true  test  of  a  proper  exercise  of  discretion  by  the  sheriff  in  setting 
up  notices  is,  whether  he  has  set  them  up  as  a  discreet  man,  desirous  of 
effecting  a  sale  of  his  property  to  the  greatest  advantage,  would  have 
done. 
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6.  If  a  sheriff  abases,  to  the  detriment  of  subsequent  encumbrancers  or 
of  the  defendant  in  execution,  the  discretion  vested  in  him  by  law  to  make 
sale  under  execution,  a  court  of  equity  will  grant  relief,  although  there 
has  been  a  formal  compliance  in  the  conduct  of  the  sale  with  all  the  rj- 
quirements  of  the  statute. 

7.  It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  actual  f^aud,  committed  or 
meditated.  The  abuse  of  discretion  in  the  execution  of  the  trust  is  a  eon- 
strudivt  fraud,  against  which  equity  will  relieve. 

8.  Where  ii  sale  by  a  public  officer  is  conducted  in  violation  of  the  spirit 
and  policy  of  the  law,  and  so  as  in  fact  to  defeat  the  jnst  claims  of  encum- 
brancers, or  greatly  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  defendant  in  execution, 
the  sale  will  be  set  aside,  though  the  formal  requirements  of  the  statute 
have  been  complied  with. 


Deptie,  for  complainant. 

1.  We  allege /rai^,  or  gross  negligence  in  conducting  sale 
amounting  to  fraud ;  also  fraud  in  keeping  bidders  from  sale. 

2.  Accident  or  surprise  in  mode  of  advertising  sale. 

3.  Sale  void,  because  the  property  was  not  legally  adver- 
tised. Den  v.  FhUhower,  4  ZcA.  796 ;  FhUhower  v.  Todd,  3 
Stockt,  313. 

Principles  upon  which  equity  interferes.  Seaman  v.  Hig- 
gins,  1  Greens Ch.  B,  214;  SldUman  v.  Sokombj  1  Beas,  131. 

No  distinction  between  those  principles  in  law  and  equity. 
Eberhard  v.  Gilchrist,  3  Stockt  166. 

Vanatta,  for  defendants. 

Complainant,  if  he  recover  at  all,  must  recover  upon  case 
made  by  the  bill.  Andrews  v.  Farnham,  2  Stockt.  91 ;  Far- 
sons  V.  Heston,  3  Stockt.  155 ;  Day  v.  IJyon,  Ibid.  331  ; 
Brantingham  v.  BrarUingham,  1  Beas.  160. 

Insufficiency  of  consideration  will  not  suffice  to  disturb 
sale.  SaxtonZ)  Ibid.  55;  1  Greens  Ch.  E.  214;  2  Ibid. 
214,  460;  3  Hoist  Ch.  iit.  34;  3  Stockt.  167. 

The  court  will  not  visit  upon  the  purchaser  the  miscon- 
duct of  the  sheriff,  unless  purchaser  be  a  participant  in  the 
fraud. 

If  a  man  takes  a  conveyance  without  search,  there  is  no 
surprise.    Broom* s  Leg.  Max.  692-3 ;  Dart  on  Vendors  406 ; 

Vol.  I.  E 
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1  Story's  Eq.  Jut.,  §  251 ;  4  Johns.  Ch.  R.  566;  Parkhurat 
V.  Cory,  3  Stockt.  233;  SkUlmany.  Holcomh,  1  Beaa.  131. 

Beaslei/y  in  reply. 

The  policy  of  the  court  is  to  protect  judicial  sales.  But  it 
does  not  extend  to  encourage  encumbrances.  Tripp  v.  Cook, 
26  Wend.  158. 

Mr.  Beasley  further  cited  Tieman  v.  TTifoon,  6  Johns. 
Ch.  B.  411 ;  Merwin  v.  Smith,  1  Greens  Ch.  B.  182;  WU- 
liamson  v.  DoZe,  3  Johns.  Ch.  B,  290 ;  Collier  v.  TFAijcpie, 
13  Wend.  226;  IToT^^ett  v.  jBaJk«r,  4  Johris.  Ch.  B.  118;  2 
PAitt.  ^v.,  §  114;  1  GreenL  Ev.,  §  115. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage from  Little  to  the  complainant,  for  $3249.33,  bearing 
date  on  the  twenty-first  of  November,  1859.  The  mortgage 
covers  three  tracts ;  one,  a  timber  lot  of  thirty-nine  acres ; 
another,  known  as  the  saw  mill  tract,  of  one  acre  and  forty- 
three  hundredths ;  and  the  third,  a  farm  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty-five  acres  and  thirty-six  hundredths.  The  first  two 
lots  were  of  comparatively  small  value.  The  value  of  the 
farm  was  $9000.  It  was  subject  to  three  prior  mortgages, 
amounting  to  $3870.34.  On  the  fourth  of  November,  1861, 
the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  farm  was  sold  by  the  sheriff 
to  satisfy  an  execution  at  law,  for  $80.41,  the  amount  of  debt 
and  costs  due  upon  the  execution.  The  judgment  under 
which  the  property  was  sold  was  prior  to  the  complainant's 
mortgage,  and  if  the  sale  be  valid  his  security  is  forfeited. 

There  is  no  material  controversy  as  to  the  value  of  the 
property  sold  or  the  encumbrances  upon  it.  The  farm  was 
worth  at  least  $9000.  The  total  amount  of  encumbrances, 
including  interest  to  the  day  of  sale,  did  not  amount  to  $4800. 
The  equity  of  redemption,  which  was  sold  by  the  sheriff,  was 
worth  over  $4000.  The  purchaser  came  to  the  sale  prepared 
to  pay  that  price  for  it.  It  was  arranged  before  hand  among 
those  interested  in  the  pui*chase,  that  they  would  bid  upon 
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the  property  enough  to  protect  themselves  and  secure  their 
debt.  This  could  not  be  done  except  by  satisfying  the  pre- 
vious mortgage  of  the  complainant.  This  property,  which 
was  worth  $4000,  and  which  the  purchasers  were  prepared 
to  take  at  that  price,  was  struck  off  and  sold  for  $80.41. 
Standing  alone,  independent  of  every  other  fact,  ought  such  a 
sale  to  be  sustained  ?  The  well  settled  doctrine  of  the  court  of 
equity  is,  that  mere  inadequacy  of  price  affords  no  ground 
for  relief,  either  as  against  a  private  contract  or  a  judicial 
sale.  The  sound  rule  of  public  policy  is,  that  biddings  at 
judicial  sales  should  be  encouraged  and  that  persons  should 
not  be  deterred  from  bidding,  even  for  purposes  of  specula- 
tion, by  the  apprehension  that  the  sale  will  be  set  aside,  be- 
cause it  was  made  below  its  full  value.  Property  at  a  forced 
sale  must  frequently  be  sold  greatly  below  its  real  value. 
Commercial  revulsions,  financial  embarrassment,  national 
distress,  stringency  in  the  money  market,  uncertainty  about 
the  title,  and  a  variety  of  other  causes,  may  depress  the  price 
of  property  far  below  its  actual  value.  If  mere  inadequacy 
of  price  were  a  ground  of  relief,  the  principle  would  operate 
as  a  stay  law.  It  would  often  happen  that  no  valid  sale 
could  be  made.  If,  therefore,  the  inadequacy  of  price  be 
only  such  as  is  ordinarily  experienced,  or  as  may  naturally 
be  expected  to  result  from  the  vicissitudes  of  human  affaire, 
it  affords  no  ground  for  the  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity. 
But  there  must  be  some  relation  between  the  price  paid  and 
the  value  obtained.  It  must  be  a  sale,  not  a  wanton  sacrifice. 
It  must  be  made  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  and 
in  the  due  execution  of  a  public  trust ;  not  an  abuse  of  that  dis- 
cretion and  a  perversion  of  that  trust.  Mere  inadequacy  of 
price  is  no  ground  for  relief,  but  fraud  is :  and  the  inadequacy 
of  price  may  be  so  gross  and  unconscionable  as  to  shock  the 
conscience,  and,  in  the  case  of  a  private  contract,  to  amount 
to  conclusive  and  decisive  evidence  of  fraud ;  or  in  the  case 
of  a  judicial  sale,  to  constructive  fraud  and  abuse  of  trust. 

No  judge  or  jurist  has  more  inflexibly  maintained  or  ably 
vindicated  the  familiar  principle,  that  mere  inadequacy  of 
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price  is  no  ground  of  relief  against  a  judicial  sale,  than  Chan- 
cellor Kent.  Yet  in  a  case  where  the  sacrifice  of  property  was 
much  less  than  in  the  present  instance,  and  the  abuse  of  trust 
no  more  glarings  that  eminent  jurist  said,  "  such  a  sale  carries 
an  abuse  on  the  very  face  of  it,  and  leads  to  the  most  op- 
pressive speculation."  Tieman  v.  WiUon,  6  Johns.  Ch.  JR. 
413. 

I  have  said  thus  much  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating  a 
familiar  and  well  settled  principle  from  perversion  and  mis- 
application, and  in  order  to  guard  against  any  inferenct*, 
that  because  this  case  is  decided  upon  other  grounds,  the 
objection  on  the  score  of  gross  and  unconscionable  inadequacy 
of  price  is  regarded  as  untenable.  There  are  other  grounds 
which  admit  of  no  question,  upon  which  this  case  may  be 
disposed  of. 

While  mere  inadequacy  of  price  is  not  of  itself  a  ground  of 
relief,  it  is  always  a  circumstance  which  quickens  the  dili- 
gence of  the  court  in  investigating  the  conduct  of  the  officer, 
and  calls  into  prompt  and  vigorous  exercise  its  protecting 
agency  against  abuse  of  power. 

The  complainant  8  mortgage  was  the  first  encumbrance 
on  the  land  sold,  after  the  execution  under  which  the  sale 
was  made.  The  effect  of  the  sale  was  utterly  to  defeat  that 
encumbrance,  and  to  deprive  the  complainant  of  an  unques- 
tioned security  for  his  debt.  Was  that  result  the  consequence 
of  the  complainant's  own  laches?  or  did  the  course  of  the 
sheriff  in  conducting  the  sale  naturally  lead  to  the  sacrifice 
of  the  property  and  the  defeat  of  the  complainant's  rights  ? 
The  complainant  was  not  present  at  the  sale;  he  had  no 
notice  of  it.  He  testifies  that  he  neither  had  notice  of  the 
time  or  place  of  sale,  nor  even  of  the  existence  of  the  judg- 
ment and  execution.  This,  it  is  conceded,  will  not  protect 
him,  if  he  had  the  notice  which  the  law  contemplates,  and  the 
sale  was  in  other  respects  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
spirit  and  intent  of  the  statute. 

Was  it  properly  advertised?  The  £arm  lies  in  Inde- 
pendence, the  meet  eastern  township  in  the  ooanty.    It  ia 
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distant  one  mile  and  an  half  from  Vienna ;  two  miles  from 
Hackettfitown ;  three,  from  Danville ;  four,  from  Allamuchy  ; 
all  villages  in  that  township.  The  only  advertisement  in  the 
township  was  at  a  store  in  Allamuchy,  four  miles  distant, 
near  the  extreme  eastern  border  of  the  county.  One  in  the 
clerk's  office  at  Belvidere,  fourteen  miles  distant  from  the 
farm,  and  three  in  the  village  of  Washington,  twelve  miles 
distant.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  indicate  that 
there  were  circumstances  which  rendered  Allamuchy  and 
Washington  more  appropriate  places  for  putting  up  notices, 
than  villages  much  nearer  by,  and  to  which  the  farmers  of 
the  vicinity  would  more  naturally  have  resorted.  Three  no- 
tices were  put  up  at  Washington,  as  a  mere  matter  of  con- 
venience to  the  officer  who  resided  there.  The  moat  striking 
commentary  upon  the  fitness  of  the  selection  is,  that  not 
more  than  one  of  all  the  witnesses  examined  who  were  in- 
terested in  the  sale,  derived  his  knowledge  of  the  sale  from 
the  sheriff's  advertisement,  or  even  saw  the  notices  before 
the  day  of  sale. 

It  is  not  alleged  that  the  places  selected  for  setting  up 
these  advertisements,  was  not  a  compliance  with  the  letter  of 
the  statute.  It  was  so :  and  it  would  have  been  equally  a 
compliance  with  the  letter  of  the  statute,  if,  after  putting  up 
one  notice  within  the  township  of  Independence  where  the 
farm  lies,  the  other  four  had  been  set  up  at  unfrequented 
hotels  or  blacksmith  shops  in  the  most  remote  extremities 
of  the  county,  where  they  were  certain  never  to  be  seen  by 
the  parties  interested  or  who  were  likely  to  become  pur- 
chasers. The  statute  simply  prescribes  that  the  notices  shall 
he  set  up  at  five  public  places.  A  public  place  is  a  relative 
term.  What  is  a  public  place  for  one  purpose,  is  not  for 
another.  A  blacksmith  shop  in  the  country,  or  a  tree  at  the 
intersection  of  public  roads,  would  be  a  public  place  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  statute,  if  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
lands,  but  it  would  clearly  be  an  abuse  of  discretion,  thus  to 
advertise  town  lots  in  a  place  twenty  miles  distant.  That  is 
a  public  and  a  proper  place  for  sptting  up  notices,  which  is 
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likely  to  give  information  to  those  interested  and  who  may 
probably  become  bidders  at  the  sale.  A  great  deal  is  neces- 
sarily and  designedly  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  oflicer. 
And  when  that  discretion  is  fairly  exercised,  courts  will  not 
lightly  interfere  with  its  exercise.  Still,  courts  will  guard 
against  its  abuse.  They  will  see  that  it  shall  not  be  so  ex- 
ercised as  to  strip  an  unfortunate  debtor  of  his  property  or 
to  defeat  the  just  claims  of  an  honest  creditor.  The  sheriff 
in  selling  land,  exercises  an  important  public  trust;  and  in 
effecting  the  sale,  he  is  bound  to  conduct  it  so  as  to  protect 
the  rights  and  promote  the  interests  of  all  the  parties  in  in- 
terest, and  to  this  end  to  secure,  as  far  as  practicable,  the 
most  general  diffusion  of  the  notice  of  sale.  Would  any  dis- 
creet man,  desirous  of  effecting  a  sale  of  this  farm  to  the 
greatest  advantage,  have  set  up  his  notices  as  the  sheriff 
did  ?  That  is  the  true  test  of  the  proper  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion by  the  sheriff. 

But  was  the  place  of  sale  proper  ?  The  law  prescribes  no 
place  of  sale.  It  leaves  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  sheriff. 
The  general,  if  not  universal  custom  in  this  state  down  to  a 
recent  period,  was  to  sell  real  estate  in  the  country  upon  the 
premises  or  at  the  nearest  and  most  convenient  public  house. 
That  practice  has  fallen  in  great  measure  into  disuse,  and  it 
is  believed  to  be  not  unusual  to  sell  lands  at  the  county  seat. 
There  are  obvious  advantages  in  that  practice.  It  affords 
facilities  for  resort  to  the  records  and  to  counsel,  for  settling 
questions  respecting  the  title.  And  in  some  cases,  especially 
where  the  property  is  convenient  to  the  county  seat  or  bidders 
most  likely  to  be  secured  there,  such  course  may  be  advisa- 
ble. But  would  a  sheriff  be  justified  in  advertising  unim- 
proved city  lots  of  small  value,  the  purchasers  of  which  would 
bo  looked  for  among  the  operatives  and  mechanics  and 
laborers  of  the  city,  to  be  sold  at  a  place  ten  or  twenty  miles 
distant?  Would  any  man  of  ordinary  discretion  adopt  that 
course  to  effect  an  advantageous  sale  ?  Would  it  be  a  proper 
exercise  of  discretion  in  a  sheriff,  without  some  special  cause, 
to  adopt  that  course?  And  if  the  property  was  utterly 
sacrificed  for  want  of  purchasers,  would  the  sheriff  be  justified 
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by  the  pretext  that  he  was  authorized  by  law  to  sell  where 
he  pleased  ? 

It  might  be  suggested  that  Washingtou,  the  place  selected 
by  the  sheriflF  for  setting  up  three  of  these  notices,  was  a 
peculiarly  appropriate  place,  both  for  setting  up  the  advertise- 
ments and  for  making  the  sale,  inasmuch  as  it  was  in  the 
midst  of  a  wealthy  and  prosperous  agricultural  community, 
where  purchasers  for  valuable  farms  might  be  expected  to  be 
found.  In  point  of  fact,  there  was  not  a  bidder  from  that 
vicinity.  The  explanation  may  be  found  in  the  character  of 
the  sheriflF  *s  advertisement.  The  property  is  there  described 
as  one  lot  of  land  and  premises,  situate  in  the  township  of 
Independence,  containing  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  more 
or  less,  with  the  appurtenances.  Who  would  conjecture  that 
a  valuable  farm  was  to  be  sold  under  that  advertisement? 
Such  description  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  lands  might 
have  been  understood.  But  what  information  did  it  convey 
to  strangers  ?  Was  it  an  advertisement  calculated  to  attract 
the  notice  of  buyers,  and  to  secure  an  advantageous  sale? 
Is  it  a  description  that  any  sane  man  desirous  of  selling  a 
farm,  would  have  given  of  it? 

But  if  the  mode  of  advertisement  and  place  of  sale  are 
open  to  exception,  the  manner  of  conducting  the  sale  is  still 
more  so.  The  entire  farm  of  one  hundred  and  sixty-five 
acres,  worth,  as  the  evidence  shows,  from  $9000  to  $10,000, 
encumbered  for  less  than  half  its  value,  is  put  up  to  satisfy 
a  claim  of  $80.41,  including  debt,  interest,  costs  and  sheriflf  s 
fees.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  any  five  acres  of  the  land 
would  have  sold  for  enough  to  satisfy  the  demand.  The  fact 
that  the  whole  farm  was  offered  for  sale  to  pay  so  paltry  a 
sum,  was  in  itself  calculated  to  excite  distrust.  No  honest 
purchaser  would  have  bid  with  an  expectation  of  buying. 
He  must  have  believed,  either  that  the  property  was  en- 
cumbered, or  that  there  was  a  defect  of  title,  or  the  plaintiflF 
being  a  sister  of  the  defendant  and  the  principal  bidder  his 
brother-in-law,  that  it  was  a  mere  formality  by  way  of  cover 
or  of  perfecting  a  title.    Not  only  so,  but  the  sherifi*  announces 
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to  the  bidders  that  if  $80.41  are  bid,  he  will  strike  the  prx)* 
perty  off;  if  not,  the  sale  will  be  adjourned.  That  was  the 
instmctioD  he  had  received  from  the  attomey.  and  that  is 
the  mode  in  which  the  sheriff,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion, 
discharges  his  trust  as  a  public  officer.  No  course  could 
have  been  adopted,  more  effectnallv  to  discourage  competition 
and  defeat  a  fair  sale. 

The  property  was  cried  for  ten  minutes,  and  was  then 
struck  off  to  the  defendant,  Daniel  S.  Ayres,  who  made,  in 
reality,  the  only  bid  at  the  price  which  the  sheriff  had  pre- 
viously agreed  to  accept.  There  was  a  bid  of  $30,  made  by 
a  person  who  was  totally  irresponsible.  Other  bids  were 
made  by  two  persons,  who  were  concerned  with  Ayres  in  the 
purchase,  and  who,  it  is  evident,  were  not  bidding  against 
him.  The  bids  were  all  merely  colorable,  for  the  sheriff  had 
previou£!ly  announced  that  he  would  not  sell  under  the  amount 
due  on  his  execution.  As  soon  as  that  sum  was  bid,  the 
property  was  struck  off. 

The  whole  conduct  of  the  sheriff,  in  the  advertisement  and 
sale  of  the  property,  was  a  gross  abuse  of  discretion.  So  far 
as  the  real  design  and  purpose  of  the  statute  were  concerned, 
it  might  as  well  have  been  sold  at  private  sale.  I  accept  it 
as  a  sound  and  clear  principle,  that  if  a  sheriff  abuses,  to  the 
detriment  of  subsequent  encumbrances  or  of  the  defendant 
in  execution,  the  discretion  vested  in  him  by  law  to  make 
sale  under  execution,  a  court  of  equity  will  grant  relief, 
although  there  has  been  a  formal  compliance  in  the  conduct 
of  the  sale  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  statute.  It  is 
not  necessary  that  there  should  be  actual  fraud  committed 
or  meditated.  The  abuse  of  discretion  in  the  execution  of 
the  trust  is  a  constructive  fraud,  against  which  equity  will 
relieve. 

In  arriving  at  this  conclusion,  no  fraud  or  improper  motive 
is  designed  to  be  imputed  to  the  sheriff.  The  evidence  does 
not  warrant  it.  The  fair  presumption  I  think,  from  the 
evidence  is,  that  the  sheriff  had  no  idea  of  the  real  value  of 
the  interest  that  he  was  selling,  of  the  circumstances  which 
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surrounded  the  transaction,  or  of  the  eflFect  of  the  sale 
upon  the  rfghts  of  the  parties  interested.  Otherwise,  it  is 
scarcely  credible  that,  as  a  right  minded  man  and  upright 
public  officer,  he  would  have  struck  off  the  property  as  he 
did.  Nor  has  any  fraudulent  motive  thus  far  been  imputed 
to  the  purchaser.  If  he  attended  the  sale  as  he  alleges,  and 
purchased  the  property  in  good  faith,  without  fraud  or  dis- 
simulation, for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  rights,  it  would 
not  have  justified  the  conduct  of  the  sheriff  or  sanctioned 
the  validity  of  the  sale. 

But  there  are  circumstances  in  the  case  tending  strongly 
to  establish  actual  fraud  in  the  conduct  of  the  sale.     It  is 
clear  that  Little,  the  defendant  in  execution,  intended  to 
have  been  at  the  sale  and  to  have  purchased  the  property,  or 
to  have  had  it  secured  for  his  benefit.     He  originally  employed 
another  party  to  bid  in  the  property  for  him.     Arrangements 
for  that  purpose  had  been  made.     Finding  that  Ayres,  his 
brother-in-law,  who  was  a  subsequent  encumbrancer,  in- 
tended to  be  at  the  sale  to  secure  his  own  interest,  he  entered 
into  negotiations  with  him,  which  continued  up  to  the  very 
day  before  the  sale.     What  the  precise  character  of  those 
negotiations  were  is  not  clear.     Nor  is  it  material.     It  is 
perfectly  certain  that  the  defendant  intended  to  be  at  the 
sale.    His  deep  interest  in  the  property  rendered  it  certain 
be,  or  some  one  on  his  behalf,  would  be  present.     He  left 
home  at  an  early  hour  for  that  purpose.    He  arrived  at  the 
place  of  sale  shortly  after  the  property  was  struck  off.     He 
swears  that  he  told  the  purchaser  the  day  before,  that  he 
would  be  at  the  sale  by  half  past  one  o'clock.    Ayres  admits 
"iat  he  expected  Little  to  be  at  the  sale.    That  expectation 
must  have  been  derived  from  what  passed  between  them  the 
%  previous.    Ayres,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  this  fact,  tells 
tte  sheriff  that  whether  he  buys  or  not,  depends  upon  how 
Boon  he  sells,  not  upon  the  price  bid.     Why  so  ?    Unless  he 
knew  that  Little  was  coming,  and  that  he  would  either  have 
^  rights  protected  or  the  sale  adjourned.    It  was  the  first 
^7  at  which  the  property  was  advertised,  and  an  adjourn- 
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ment  would  have  been  granted,  if  desired.  The  property  is 
put  up  and  cried  for  ten  minutes,  long  enough  to  have  sold 
a  lot  of  rubbish  or  a  broken  down  horse ;  a  very  spirited 
competition  takes  place  between  the  purchaser  and  two  others, 
for  whom  the  purchaser  was  bidding  and  whose  interests 
were  the  same  as  his,  at  prices  which  they  knew  the  sheriff 
would  not  accept ;  the  price  named  by  the  sheriff  is  bid,  and 
thereupon,  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant  in  execution  who 
arrived  soon  after,  in  the  absence  of  a  subsequent  encum- 
brancer who  was  kept  from  the  sale  by  information  that  it 
would  not  take  place,  a  farm  worth  $9000,  and  the  encum- 
bered value  of  which  exceeded  $4000,  was  struck  off  for 
$80.41. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  in  every  aspect  of  this  case  the  sale 
is  one  which  equity  will  not  tolerate.  It  was  conducted  in 
violation  of  the  whole  spirit  and  policy  of  the  law,  so  as  to 
defeat  the  just  claims  of  the  complainant,  and  greatly  to 
prejudice  the  rights  of  the  defendant  in  execution.  The 
evidence  justifies  the  belief,  that  one  of  the  advertisements 
was  not  set  up  the  length  of  time  required  by  law,  and  that 
the  title  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  would  be  worthless 
upon  that  account.  But  this  ground  is  not  presented  by  the 
bill,  and  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  the  evidence  upon 
that  point  or  to  lay  any  stress  upon  it. 

The  sale  by  the  sheriff  will  be  declared  illegal  and  inopera- 
tive, the  injunction  restraining  the  delivery  of  the  deed  made 
perpetual,  and  the  complainant's  mortgage  be  decreed  to  be 
a  valid  and  subsisting  encumbrance  upon  the  farm,  to  be  paid 
in  its  due  order  and  priority. 
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John  S.  Bobbins,  administrator  of  Nancy  T.  Long,  vs.  James 
M.  Long.* 

1.  In  an  action  <U  law  upon  a  penal  bond,  with  condition  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  only,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  fall  amount  of 
the  penalty  as  a  debt,  and  the  excess  of  interest  beyond  the  penalty  in  the 
shape  of  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  debt. 

2.  Upon  a  biU  in  equity  for  the  recovery  of  a  bond  debt,  either  upon  the 
bond  itself,  or  upon  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  the  bond,  the  obligee  may 
recover  the  full  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  upon  the  bond,  though 
it  exceed  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 


The  bill  was  filed  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  for  $1000,  given 
by  the  defendant  to  Nancy  T.  Long.  The  cause  was  heard 
upon  the  bill,  answer  and  proofs ;  and  an  order  of  reference 
was  made  to  ascertain  and  report  the  amount  due  upon  the 
mortgage,  and  what  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises  should 
be  sold.  The  master  reported  an  amount  due  greater  than 
the  penalty  of  the  bond,  and  advised  the  sale  of  a  part  of 
the  mortgaged  premises. 

To  the  report  of  the  master,  the  defendant  filed  the  fol- 
lowing exceptions : 

1.  The  amount  reported  due  is  larger  than  the  penalty  of 
the  bond. 

2.  If  the  property  be  sold  as  advised  by  the  master,  it 
will  be  sacrificed.     It  might  be  sold  to  greater  advantage. 

3.  The  master,  under  the  circumstances,  should  have  ad- 
vised the  sale  of  the  whole,  and  not  of  a  part,  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises. 

Hearing  on  exceptions  to  master's  report. 

y^o<m,  for  exceptant. 

'%>W€,  for  complainant,  contra. 

♦1  MeOarter  462. 
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The  Chancellor.  The  only  exception  relied  upon  is, 
that  the  amount  reported  by  the  master  to  be  due  to  the 
complainant,  exceeds  the  penalty  of  the  bond.  It  is  insisted 
that  in  equity  there  can  be  no  recovery  upon  a  money  bond 
beyond  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  It  is  very  clear  that  for 
a  long  period  this  was  the  well  settled  rule  of  the  English 
Court  of  Chancery. 

It  was  treated  as  a  settled  point,  that  equity  will  not  re- 
lieve beyond  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  as  early  as  the  26 
ChxirUa  2,  (1674),  in  Davis  v.  Curtis,  1  Chan.  Cas.  226. 
The  books  are  full  of  cases,  where  the  principle  is  applied  to 
bonds  with  special  condition,  as  to  oflScial  bonds,  indemnity 
bonds,  and  bonds  for  the  performance  of  covenants,  where 
the  penalty  is  a  mere  security  for  the  payment  of  unliqui- 
dated damages.  But  the  cases  are  not,  as  has  been  some- 
times supposed,  confined  to  this  class  of  bonds,  but  extend 
as  well  to  mere  money  bonds.  Bromley  v.  Goodere,  1  Atk, 
75,  (1743);  Grosvenor  v.  Cook,  1  Dickens  305,  (1757) ;  Gib- 
son V.  Egerton,  Ibid,  408,  (1769);  Kettleby  v.  KetOeby,  2 
Dickms  514,  (1775) ;  Teob  v.  Winterton,  3  Bro.  Ch.  R.  489, 
(1792);  Clarke  v.  Seton,  6  Vesey  4ll,  (1801.) 

In  Gibson  v.  Egerton,  the  mastei"  allowed  the  penalties  of 
three  bonds,  which  was  less  than  the  amount  of  principal  and 
interest  due  thereon.  An  exception  taken  to  the  master  s 
report  on  this  ground  was  overruledi  The  Lord  Chancellor 
(Cowper)  saying,  he  was  so  clear,  that  he  wished  he  had  been 
warranted  in  making  the  exceptant  pay  costs. 

In  Kettleby  v.  Kutleby,  the  estate  was  amply  sufficient  to 
pay  all  the  debts.  There  wete  both  specialty  and  simple 
contract  creditorSk  The  master  in  taking  the  account  al- 
lowed full  interest  upon  the  latter,  but  refused  to  allow 
interest  on  the  specialty  debte,  beyond  the  penalty  of  the 
respective  bonds.  On  this  ground,  the  bond  creditors  ex- 
cepted to  the  report.  Lord  Bathurst,  Chancellor,  overruled 
the  exceptions,  reluctantly  as  he  said,  there  being  so  over  an 
abundant  fund,  but  said  that  he  was  tied  down  by  the  con- 
stant and  uniform  usage  of  the  court. 
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There  are  cases  that  maintain  a  different  doctrine.  In 
Lord  Lonsdale  v.  Church,  2  T.  B.  388,  Mr.  Justice  Buller 
held,  that  at  law  interest,  in  the  shape  of  damages,  might 
be  recovered  beyond  the  penalty.  And  in  Knight  v.  Mac- 
lean, 3  Bro.  Ch.  R.  496,  sitting  for  the  Chancellor,  he  sus- 
tained exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  master,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  not  allowed  interest  beyond  the  penalty  of  the 
bond.  But  this  decision  was  overruled  on  appeal  to  the 
Chancellor.  And  in  Clarke  v.  Seton,  Sir  William  Grant, 
the  master  of  the  rolls,  said,  the  uniform  rule  in  equity  is 
never  to  go  beyond  the  penalty.  It  must,  I  think,  be  ad- 
mitted as  a  general  rule  well  settled  by  the  courts  at  West- 
minster, though  certainly  with  some  deviations,  that  in  an 
action  upon  a  penal  bond  there  can  be  no  recovery  beyond 
the  amount  of  the  penalty.  The  application  of  the  rule  has 
in  many  instances,  as  in  the  case  of  KettUby  v.  Ketileby, 
operated  most  unjustly,  in  placing  specialty  creditors  in  a 
much  worse  position  than  simple  contract  creditors.  Mr. 
Chitty  states  that,  with  respect  to  interest,  a  bill  of  exchange 
is  a  better  security  than  a  bond,  "  for  when  the  principal  and 
interest  on  a  bond  are  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
the  interest  must  thenceforth  cease,  for  the  obligor  in  a  bond 
is  not  answerable  beyond  the  amount  of  the  penalty."  Chitty 
on  Bills  i. 

That  this  application  of  a  legal  principle  to  the  case  of  a 
money  bond  in  favor  of  the  obligor  is  alike  inequitable  and 
inconsistent  with  the  intention  of  the  parties,  is  too  clear  to 
admit  of  question.  And  the  attitude  of  the  English  Court 
of  Chancery  upon  this  question,  presents  one  of  the  most  re- 
markable anomalies  known  to  the  law.  It  acts  constantly 
upon  the  principle  of  giving  relief  beyond  the  penalty  of  the 
bond,  on  the  ground  that  equity  requires  it.  Thus  where 
the  amount  of  the  penalty  is  small,  as  compared  with  the 
value  of  the  subject  of  the  agreement,  the  court  has  no  diflB- 
culty  in  decreeing  specific  performance  to  an  amount  greater 
than  that  of  the  penalty.     Fry  on  Spec.  Berf,,  §  70. 

Vol.  I.  F 
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So  if  the  mortgagor  cornea  into  equity  for  relief  against 
the  penalty  at  law,  the  court  will  grant  relief,  only  on  his 
paying  the  whole  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due, 
though  it  exceed  the  penalty  of  the  bond :  upon  the  princi- 
•  pie  that  he  who  asks  equity  must  do  it.  Hiigh  Auddys 
case,  Mardrm  J  36;  I  Eq.  Oaa.  Ab.  91,  92;  Bac.  Ab,,  Obli- 
gations,  A. 

So  equity  will  carry  the  debt  beyond  the  penalty,  where 
the  obligee  is  kept  out  of  his  money  by  injunction  or  is  pre- 
vented fi'ora  going  on  at  law.  Sfiow,  P,  C.  15 ;  PvUeney  v. 
Warren,  6  Vesey  92. 

So  if  the  devisee  of  lands  charged  with  the  payment  of  a 
bond  debt,  neglect  to  pay  in  a  reasonable  time,  he  shall  pay 
interest,  though  it  exceed  the  penalty.  Anonyrruyus,  1  Salk. 
154. 

So  where  an  advantage  is  made  of  the  money.  Lord  Dun- 
sany  v.  Flunkett,  2  Bro,  Pari,  C,  251.  Or  where  the  bond 
is  only  taken  as  collateral  security.  Kirwane  v.  Blake,  2 
Bro.  Pari  C.  333;  14  Fm.  Ab,  460,  *' IntereaC  E. 

The  sole  ground  upon  which  relief  has  been  denied  to  the 
obligee  of  a  money  bond  beyond  the  amount  of  the  penalty 
is,  that  at  law  the  bond  creditor  is  entitled  only  to  the  pen- 
alty of  the  bond,  and  that  where  the  creditor  comes  into 
equity  for  a  legal  demand,  equity  will  give  the  same  relief 
as  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  at  law.  Grosvenor  v.  Cook, 
1  Dickens  208;  Hale  v.  Thomas,  1  Vernon  349;  Mack- 
worth  V.  Thomas,  5  Vesey  330. 

At  law  the  penalty  of  the  bond  has  always  been  considered 
the  debt.  Originally  the  obligor  at  law  was  required  to  pay 
the  penalty  as  the  debt,  and  could  only  be  relieved  in  equity 
by  paying  the  principal  and  interest  money  due.  Such  was 
originally  its  design,  and  such  to  this  day  it  is  in  form.  A  debt 
justly  due  to  be  paid,  the  obligation  to  be  void  only  upon  the 
peiformance  of  the  condition.  It  is  clear,  said  the  master  of 
the  rolls,  in  Clarke  v.  Seton,  6  Vesey  415,  that  both  at  law, 
and  in  equity  the  penalty  is  the  debt,  and  upon  this  very 
ground  it  is  urged  that  no  interest  can  be  recovered  beyond 
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the  penalty.  But  if  it  be  a  debt,  and  if  that  debt  become 
due,  as  it  clearly  does  at  law  (in  form  at  least)  upon  the 
breach  of  the  condition,  and  judgment  may  be  entered  upon 
it,  why  may  not  interest  be  reckoned  either  upon  the  prin- 
cipal specified  in  the  condition,  or  upon  the  penalty,  to  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  due  upon  the  bond  ?  No  form  or 
principle  of  law  is  thereby  violated.  It  is  the  constant  prac- 
tice of  courts  of  law  to  recover  interest  beyond  the  penalty 
in  the  shape  of  damages,  and  yet  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
England,  planting  itself  upon  the  rule  at  law,  refuses  to 
afford  relief,  which  is  both  equitable  and  in  accordance  with 
the  intention  of  the  parties. 

The  English  penal  bond  is  in  form,  an  anomaly.  The  bond 
is  not  given  for  the  actual  debt  but  for  the  penal  sum,  with 
condition  that  if  the  real  debt  and  interest  are  paid  at  ma- 
turity, the  bond  is  satisfied.  If  not  paid  at  maturity,  the 
bond  is  unsatisfied,  and  the  penal  sum  has  become  the  real 
debt.  So  the  courts  of  law  held.  Equity  said,  no :  what- 
ever may  be  the  form  in  substance,  the  amount  of  the  obli- 
gation is  a  mere  penalty  which  the  obligee  shall  not  enforce. 
He  is  entitled  only  to  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  real 
debt.  After  a  long  struggle,  with  the  history  of  which  we 
are  all  familiar,  equity  triumphed.  What  purports  to  be  in 
form  the  real  debt,  is  but  the  penalty.  The  form  is  retained, 
the  substance  is  changed.  But  if  the  form  of  the  bond  and 
the  form  of  the  remedy  upon  it  be  anomalous,  the  justice 
meted  out  to  the  parties  is  still  more  so.  Equity  says  to  the 
obligee,  you  shall  not  have  the  sum  which  the  obligor  bound 
himself  to  pay,  and  which  he  has  acknowledged  to  be  due, 
because,  though  in  form  a  debt,  in  substance  it  is  a  penalty. 
The  sum  specified  in  the  condition,  with  interest,  is  the  real 
debt.  But  the  moment  the  real  debt  exceeds  the  penalty, 
and  the  obligee  asks  for  the  amount  due,  the  answer  is,  the 
penalty  is  the  debt  and  you  can  have  no  more.  But  if  the 
penalty  is  the  debt,  and  the  real  debt  and  interest  exceeds 
the  penal  sum  so  that  it  is  no  longer  inequitable  to  demand 
it,  why  shall  not  the  obligee  have  interest  on  the  penalty  ? 
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Courta  of  law  say,  he  shall  have  it  in  the  form  of  damages 
for  the  detention  of  the  debt.  Shall  a  court  of  equity  hesitate 
to  give  it?  The  justice  of  the  claim,  and  the  anomalous  at- 
ftude  of  the  English  courts  upon  the  question,  is  thus  clearly 
presented  by  Mr.  Evans  in  his  Notes  to  Pothier.  2  Pothier 
on  Obi  {M  Am.  ed.)  93. 

"  The  allowing  a  party  to  have  satisfaction  to  the  extent 
not  only  of  the  debt  which  constitutes  the  penalty,  but  also 
of  the  interest  on  that  penalty,  which  is  the  proper  damages 
for  its  detention,  appears  to  be  no  more  than  answering  the 
claims  of  ordinary  justice,  when  the  non- performance  of  the 
condition  is  attended  with  circumstances  that  render  the 
penalty,  without  such  interest,  an  imperfect  satisfaction  of  the 
primary  object  of  the  contract;  and  it  certainly  ought  to 
be  the  aim  of  every  tribunal  to  render  as  perfect  justice  as 
is  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law.  By  the  rules  of  law,  real 
damages  may  be  allowed  for  the  detention  of  a  debt.  For 
that,  the  case  of  Holdipp  and  Otway  is  a  decisive  authority. 
By  the  forms  of  law,  one  shilling  damages  is  always  awarded 
for  the  detention  of  the  penalty,  or  any  other  debt ;  and  these 
forms  will  be  best  rendered  subservient  to  their  substantial 
purposes  by  their  being  extended  so  far  as  may  be  necessary 
for  securing  the  original  obligation,  provided  they  are  not  ex- 
tended further  than  is  consistent  with  their  own  particular 
character.  And  this  is  particularly  the  case  with  respect  to 
bonds  for  securing  money,  when  the  principal  and  interest 
amount  to  more  than  the  formal  penalty.  Whilst  the  courts 
restrain  the  legal  operation  of  the  formal  instrument,  in  order 
that  it  may  not  be  carried  beyond  the  substantial  purpose,  on 
the  one  hand ;  it  is  very  unequal  justice  not  to  allow  the  full 
extent  of  that  operation  when  it  is  necessary  to  enforce  such 
purpose,  on  the  other.  And  it  is  the  more  extraordinary, 
that  courts  of  equity,  which  in  other  cases  so  far  sacrifice  the 
form  to  the  substance  of  the  transaction  as  to  enforce  the 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement,  only  evidenced  by  its 
being  the  condition  of  a  penal  obligation,  without  allowing 
the  payment  of  the  penalty  to  be  substitated  for  the  perform- 
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ance  of  the  agreement,  should  so  completely  deviate  from 
that  practice  in  the  very  instance  of  all  others,  where  the 
real  purpose  of  the  agreement  is  most  indisputably  evident, 
and  where  the  measure  of  justice  is  with  most  facility  ascer- 
tained. But  so  are  the  precedents;  and  it  is  easier  to  follow 
precedents  than  to  investigate  principles,  and  there  is  often  a 
timidity  in  deviating  from  even  those  precedents  which  are 
most  at  variance  with  principles." 

The  weight  of  English  authorities,  as  has  been  said,  is 

decided,  that  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity,  there  can  be  no 

recovery  upon  a  penal  bond  beyond  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

There  are,  however,  English  authorities  which  maintain 

the  right  of  the  obligee  to  recover  at  law  upon  a  money  bond, 

in  the  form  of  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  debt,  an 

amount  exceeding  the  penalty.    Lonsdale  v.  Church,  2  T. 

jR.  388;  BuUera  N.  P.  178;  Holdipp  v.  Otway,  2  Saund. 

106 ;  Francis  v.  Wilson,  1  Eyan  ^  Moody  105. 

The  American  authorities  very  generally,  if  not  uniformly, 
maintain  the  doctrine,  that  at  law  in  an  action  upon  a  penal 
hond  interest  may  be  recovered  in  the  form  of  damages,  to 
an  amount  exceeding  the  penalty  of  the  bond.  Smedes  v. 
Soughtaling,  3  Ckiines  E,  48 ;  Moffatt  v.  Barnes,  3  Cairies 
R'  49,  note  a  ;  Cook  v.  Toiisey,  3  Wend,  444 ;  Lyon  v.  Clark, 
4  Selden  148 ;  Ferit  v.  Wallis,  2  Dallas  252 ;  Tennant's 
"EcV  V.  Gray,  5  Munford  494 ;  Moss  v.  Wood,  E.  M.  Charl- 
^^42;  Goldhawk  v.  Duane,  2  Wash.  C  C.  E.  323;  Sedg- 
.^  m  Dam.,  (3d  ed.)  446  ;  2  Greerdeafs  Ev.,  §  263. 

In  the  case  of  Goldhawk  v.  Duane,  Mr.  Justice  Washing- 
^^n  stated  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  nothing  could  be 
recovered  beyond  the  penalty,  but  as  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
^ere  confident  that  the  law  was  otherwise,  the  court  left  it 
to  the  jury  to  find  interest  in  the  name  of  damages,  with  a 
^^ew  to  the  discussion  of  the  point,  upon  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  The  jury  found  accordingly,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  verdict  was  ever  disturbed. 

On  bonds  for  the  performance  of  covenants,  or  with  con- 
dition othei;  thiol  for  the  payment  of  money,  the  recovery  is 
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usually  limited  strictly  by  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  State 
V.  Ford,  5  Blackf.  392;  Lawrence  v.  United  States,  2  Mc- 
Lean 581.  But  even  in  these  cases,  the  American  courts 
have  repeatedly  held  that  the  penalty  becomes  forfeited  upon 
the  first  breach,  and  if  the  damages  be  not  then  satisfied  and 
they  exceed  the  penalty,  interest  may  be  allowed  upon  the 
penalty  from  the  time  of  the  breach.  Carter  v.  Carter,  4 
Day  36 ;  Harris  v.  Clap,  1  Mass.  308 ;  Hughes  v.  Wickliffe, 
11  B.  Monroe  202;  Carter  v.  Thorn,  18  Ibid.  613 ;  United 
States  V.  Arnold,  1  Gall.  360.  Or  from  the  time  the  debt  is 
demanded.  Warner  v.  Thurlo,  15  Mass.  164;  State  v. 
Wayman,  2  GUI.  ^  John.  254,  279;  Walcott  v.  Harris,  1 
Bhode  L  404. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Brainard  v.  Jones,  18  New  York 
Rep.  35,  it  was  held  that  the  recovery  against  a  surety  in  a 
bond  for  the  payment  of  money  is  not  limited  to  the  penalty, 
but  may  exceed  it,  so  far  as  necessary  to  include  interest 
from  the  time  of  the  breach.  And  the  legal  ground  of  the 
recovery  is  clearly  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Comstock  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court.  "  Whether,"  say  the  court,  "a 
surety  at  the  time  of  his  default  can  be  held  beyond  the 
penalty  of  his  bond,  is  a  question  on  the  interpretation  and 
effect  of  his  contract.  Whether  interest  can  be  computed 
after  his  default,  where  the  effect  will  be  thus  to  increase  his 
liability,  is  a  question  of  compensation  for  the  breach  of  his 
contract.''  And  it  was  held  tliat,  so  far  as  interest  is  payable 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  until  default  made,  it  is 
limited  by  the  penalty ;  but  that  after  the  breach,  interest  is 
recoverable,  not  on  the  ground  of  contract,  but  as  damages 
which  the  law  gives  for  its  violation. 

The  question  is  in  no  wise  affected  by  the  provisions  of 
our  statute  concerning  obligations.  Nix.  Dig.  667.  The 
5th,  6th  and  7th  sections  of  the  act,  which  are  transcripts 
from  statutes  8  and  9,  WM.  3,  apply  only  to  bonds  with  con- 
dition "  other  than  for  the  payment  of  money."  The  9th  and 
10th  sections,  which  are  substantially  copies  from  statutes  4 
j$tyd  5  Ann,  were  designed  to  afford  the  relief  against  the 
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penalty,  which  the  obligor  might  previously  have  obtained 
in  equity  by  paying  the  principal  and  interest  due  by  the 
condition.  He  can  neither,  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  discharge 
the  bond,  nor  plead  the  payment  in  bar,  except  by  paying 
the  full  amount  due  for  principal  and  interest  according  to 
the  condition. 

I  think  both  upon  principle  and  upon  authority,  the  plain- 
tiff, in  an  action  upon  a  penal  bond  with  condition  for  the 
payment  of  money  only,  is  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount 
of  the  penalty  as  a  debt,  and  the  excess  of  interest  beyond 
the  penalty,  in  the  shape  of  damages  for  the  detention  of  the 
debt.    This  being  the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiflF  is  entitled 
at  law,  it  is  clear  that  the  complainant  in  equity  is  entitled 
to  at  least  as  full  relief.     The  only  difficulty,  as  we  have 
seen,  in  the  obligee's  recovering  in  equity  the  full  amount  of 
principal  and  interest  due  upon  the  bond,  has  been  that  the 
plaintiff  coming  into  equity  to  recover  a  legal  demand,  can 
recover  no  more  than  he  would  do  at  law.     Independently, 
therefore,  of  all  precedent  or  authority  directly  upon  the 
question,  I  should  hold  that  upon  a  bill  in  this  court  for  the 
recovery  of  a  bond  debt,  either  upon  the  bond  itself  or  a 
mortgage  given  to  secure  the  bond,  the  complainant  may 
recover  the  full  amount  of  principal  and  interest  due  upon 
the  bond,  though  it  exceed  the  amount  of  the  penalty.    And 
tliis,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  a  debt  justly  due,  that  it  is 
^^  accordance  with  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  that  it 
violates  no  principle  of  law  or  equity.    Equity  will  disregard 
the  form  in  which  the  remedy  is  obtained  and  look  alone  to 
^^  substance  of  the  transaction. 

But  whatever  doubt  may  exist  touching  the  right  to  re- 
Wer  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  beyond  the  penalty  of  the 
l^nd,  where  the  claim  is  founded  upon  the  bond  itself,  there 
w  no  difficulty  in  the  way  of  a  recovery  of  the  full  amount 
dae  for  principal  and  interest  where  the  suit  is  founded,  not 
^pon  the  bond,  but  upon  a  mortgage,  or  other  security. 

In  Clark  v.  Lord  Abingdon,  17  Veaey  106,  the  master  of 
the  rolk  said :  *'  In  this  case  the  creditor  has  two  securities ; 


68  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Long's  adm'r  v.  Long. 

one  by  bond,  the  other  by  mortgage.  If  he  sues  upon  the 
former  he  cannot  have  interest  beyond  the  penalty,  but  the 
mortgage  is  to  secure  payment  not  of  the  bond,  but  of  the 
sum  for  which  the  bond  was  given,  together  with  all  interest 
that  may  grow  due  thereon.  The  same  sum  is  therefore 
secured  by  different  instruments,  by  a  penalty,  and  by  a 
specific  lien.  The  creditor  may  resort  to  either ;  and  if  he 
resorts  to  the  mortgage,  the  penalty  is  out  of  the  question. 
The  mortgage  is  not  for  that."  The  master  had  disallowed 
the  interest  beyond  the  penalty ;  and  it  was  urged  by  lead- 
ing counsel  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  that  the  bond  was  the 
principal  and  primary  security.  The  mortgage  being  not  a 
new  contract,  but  merely  secondary  and  collateral  to  the 
bond,  could  not  enlarge  the  debt,  or  in  any  way  affect  the 
original  rights.  This  view  was  not  sustained.  I  confess  it  ap- 
pears to  me  there  is  much  force  in  this  argument,  if  the  penalty 
is  to  be  regarded  not  as  a  mere  security  for  performance,  but 
as  a  sum  certain,  in  the  nature  of  stipulated  damages,  to  be 
paid  and  received  in  lieu  of  performance  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond. 

The  peculiarity  of  the  view  of  the  English  courts  of  equity 
is  this,  that  so  long  as  the  principal  and  interest  of  the  debt 
is  less  than  the  penalty,  the  penalty  is  regarded  strictly  as 
such,  and  the  sum  actually  due  can  alone  bef recovered;  but 
that  it  fixes  the  utmost  amount  which  the  obligor  agrees  to 
pay  for  the  violation  of  his  contract,  and  therefore  defines 
the  limit,  beyond  which  the  obligee  cannot  enforce  his  claim. 
Looking  at  the  question  as  a  mere  question  of  equity,  it  will 
be  found  very  difficult  to  assign  a  satisfactory  reason  why  the 
obligee  should  be  permitted  to  recover  a  larger  amount  upon 
the  mortgage,  which  is  a  mere  security  for  the  bond,  than  he 
is  permitted  to  recover  upon  the  bond  itself. 

In  Fitts  V.  TUden,  2  Mass,  118,  the  plaintiff  moved  for 
judgment,  the  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  exceeding 
the  penalty  of  the  bond.  The  defendants  opposed  entering 
judgment  for  more  than  the  penalty  of  the  bond.  The  court 
this  had  never  been  questioned,  except  in  case  of  a 
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surety.  It  had  been  ruled  so  often  in  the  case  of  the  principal, 
that  the  point  cannot  now  be  brought  into  question.  It  rests 
on  principles  of  law  as  well  as  of  equity. 

In  Baker  v.  Morris'  Adffir^  10  LeHgK  284,  upon  a  bill 
exhibited  in  chancery  for  the  recovery  of  a  debt  due  upon 
hmds  given  by  the  defendant,  the  court  decreed  full  interest 
upon  the  bonds  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 

In  Ta/iewtlXs  ExW  v.  Saunders  Exr,  13   Grattan  354, 
it  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia,  upon  a 
full  review  of  the  authorities,  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
decree  interest  upon  a  bond  or  judgment,  beyond  the  penalty. 
This  whole  subject  was  fully  considered  and  decided  by 
Chancellor  Walworth  in  Mower  v.  Kip,  6  Faige  88,  where  it 
was  held  that  upon  a  money  bond  the  obligor  was  both  legally 
and  equitably  liable  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  principal 
and  interest  secured  by  the  condition  of  the  bond,  though  it 
exceeded  the  amount  of  the  penalty ;  and  where  such  debt  is 
secured  by  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  has  a  lien  upon  the 
land  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest,  ac- 
cording to  the  condition  of  the  mortgage,  though  it  exceeds 
the  penalty  of  the  bond. 

In  the  somewhat  later  case  of  Oruger  v.  Daniel,  1  Mc- 
Mnllans  Eq.  157,  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  South  Carolina, 
after  a  very  elaborate  argument,  decided  upon  the  authority 
of  the  English  cases,  that  a  mortgagee  in  equity  cannot 
recover  beyond  the  penalty  of  the  bond  which  the  mortgage 
18  given  to  secure.  "  In  the  language  of  the  cases,"  say  the 
<»wt,  "  the  penalty  is  the  entire  debt,  and  the  mortgage  is 
only  intended  to  secure  that,  and  refers  to  the  bond.  On 
^hat  principle  would  you  give  more  than  the  debt  ?"  As  to 
the  principal  debtor  in  a  money  bond,  said  Chancellor  Wal- 
worth, in  delivering  his  opinion  in  Mower  v.  Kip,  "the 
MW)unt  secured  by  the  condition  of  the  bond  is  the  real  debt, 
which  he  is  both  legally  and  equitably  bound  to  pay.  And 
if  he  neglects  to  pay  the  money  when  it  becomes  due,  there 
»  no  rule  of  justice  or  common  sense  which  should  excuse 
Mm  fifom  ihe  payment  of  the  whole  amount  of  the  principal 
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and  interest,  whether  it  be  more  or  less  than  the  formal 
penalty  of  the  bond."  In  this  view  I  fully  concur.  For 
every  other  practical  purpose,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  for 
more  than  two  hundred  years,  the  principal  specified  in  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  with  interest,  haa  been  regarded  as  the 
real  debt,  and  the  penalty  the  mere  form  by  which  the  debt 
is  secured.  Why  should  it  be  regarded  otherwise  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  defeating  the  obligee  of  his  just  claim  ?  It 
is  resting  in  a  mere  technicality  in  utter  disregard  of  the 
real  nature  of  the  transaction,  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
and  the  ends  of  justice. 

The  exception  should  be  overruled. 


Charles  P.  Stratton,  receiver  of  the  Camden  Iron  Manu- 
facturing Company,  vs.  John  H.  Dialogue. 

1.  Where  real  estate  is  in  fact  paid  for  with  the  fands  of  a  company, 
there  is  clearly  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the  company,  although  the  deed 
therefor  is  made  absolute  to  a  third  party,  and  purports  upon  its  face  to  be 
for  his  own  use  and  benefit. 

2.  A  party  so  taking  the  title,  becomes  a  trustfc  for  the  creditors  and 
stockholders,  and  the  trust  will  be  enforced  for  their  benefit  at  the  instance 
of  the  receiver. 


J,  Wilson  and  Carpenter,  for  receiver. 

Where  one  buys  land  in  favor  of  another  there  is  a  result- 
ing trust.     2  Story's  Uq.,  §  1201. 

Specific  performance  is  not  called  for,  but  merely  execu- 
tion of  trust, 

Beasley,  for  defendant,  cited  1  Lead,  Cos.  in  Eq,  274; 
Uoyd  V.  SpHlet,  2  Atk.  150 ;  Smith  v.  Bumham,  3  Stimn. 
462;  2  Sugden  on  Vendors  {7th  Am.  ed.)  396;  GHhert  v. 
Trustees  of  East  Newark,  1  Beas.  180;  Morgan's  heirs  v. 
Morgan,  2  Wheat. 290;  FrycmSpee.  Perf.,  §  608;  7  Qnvm 
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551;  Angdl  ^  Ames  on  Corp.y  §  150;  Fry  on  Spec.  Ferf,, 
I  314 ;  Trenton  Mutual  Life  and  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  McKel- 
way,  1  Beaa.  133. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  charges  that  while  the  Cam- 
den Iron  Manufacturing  Company  were  in  operation  in  the 
year  1858,  Henry  Allen  conveyed  to  John  H.  Dialogue,  the 
defendant,  sundry  lots  of  land  and  real  estate  in  the  city  of 
Camden,  in  trust  for  the  company.  That  Dialogue  claims 
title  to  the  land  as  his  own,  and  refuses  to  convey  the  land 
to  the  receiver  or  account  for  its  value.  That  he  has  aliened 
a  part  of  the  land,  and  has  exchanged  portions  of  it  with 
Charles  Kaighn  for  other  lands  conveyed  to  him  by  Kaighn. 
The  bill  prays  a  discovery,  an  account  of  the  moneys  re- 
ceived for  the  sale  of  the  land  and  for  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  a  discovery  of  the  portion  of  the  lands  still  held  by 
the  defendant,  and  a  conveyance  thereof  to  the  complainant 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  and  stockholders  of  the  com- 
pany. 

The  answer  admits  the  conveyance  of  the  lands  from  Allen 
to  the  defendant,  but  alleges  that  it  was  in  pursuance  of  a 
private  contract  between  Allen  and  Dialogue,  that  it  was  not 
paid  for  by  the  company,  nor  held  in  trust  for  them. 

The  material  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  land  was 
in  fact  paid  for  with  the  funds  of  the  company.  If  it  was, 
there  is  clearly  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the  company, 
although  the  deed  is  made  absolute  to  Dialogue,  and  purports 
^pon  its  face  to  be  for  his  own  use  and  benefit.  One  of  the 
deeds  from  Allen  bears  date  on  the  sixteenth  of  April,  and 
the  other  two  on  the  twenty-second  of  May,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  fifty-eight.  Cotemporaneously  with  the  delivery 
of  the  title,  there  was  received  by  Allen  as  a  consideration 
for  the  conveyances,  scrip  for  one  hundred  and  forty-seven 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company,  representing  at 
itB  par  value  of  f  100  per  share,  $14,700.  This  scrip,  as  ap- 
pears upon  the  stock  book  of  the  company  and  upon  the  face 
of  the  scrip  itself,  was  an  original  issue  of  stock  directly 
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from  the  company  to  Allen,  the  grantor.  Allen  testifies  that 
he  was  originally  applied  to  by  the  president  of  the  company 
to  take  stock.  That  he  offered  real  estate  in  payment,  a 
statement  of  which  he  furnished  to  be  laid  before  the  board, 
ond  he  was  afterwards  informed  that  his  offer  was  accepted. 
The  offer  was  made  in  the  name  of  the  company.  In  all  his 
negotiations  he  understood  that  he  was  dealing  with  the 
officers  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  His  negotiations 
were  with  two  of  the  directors,  by  whom,  it  is  evident,  the 
affairs  of  the  company  were  exclusively  managed,  and  who 
owned  the  great  mass  of  the  stock.  He  understood  that  he 
was  receiving  the  stock  from  the  company,  not  the  stock  of 
an  individual;  and  he  never  heard  it  intimated  that  the  land 
was  claimed  by  Dialogue,  until  shortly  before  the  company 
ceased  operations.  Charles  Kaighn,  who  was  a  director  and 
secretary  of  the  company  at  the  date  of  the  transfer,  testifies 
that  the  expediency  of  taking  the  houses  and  lots  of  Allen, 
in  exchange  for  stock,  was  discussed  by  the  directors.  It 
was  acquiesced  in,  as  putting  it  in  the  power  of  the  company 
to  erect  their  works.  It  was  understood  that  they  could 
trade  off  the  houses  and  lots  to  those  who  would  do  the  work. 
They  found  it  impossible  to  raise  money  to  go  on  with  the 
works.  Easby  and  Dialogue  both  said  we  could  get  the 
works  erected  by  trade  in*  real  estate,  when  parties  would 
not  take  stock  of  the  company  in  trade.  One  of  the  reasons 
assigned  by  Allen,  why  the  deed  was  made  to  Dialogue,  was 
that  he  was  superintendent  of  the  company's  works,  and 
could  therefore  more  readily  dispose  of  the  lots  in  exchange 
for  the  labor  of  the  workmen.  Kaighn  further  testifies  that 
the  board  agreed  to  take  the  property  of  Allen.  "  We  con- 
gratulated each  other  in  having  a  man  of  Allen's  means  in 
the  board.  As  to  Allen's  taking  Dialogue's  stock,  I  never 
understood  that  at  all.  I  understood  that  the  exchange  of 
land  afterwards  made  by  me  with  Dialogue  for  a  part  of  these 
lots,  and  the  conveyances  I  made  to  Dialogue,  was  for  the 
benefit  of  the  company.  This  matter  of  exchange  was  dis* 
cussed  between  Easby,  Dialogue  and  myself,  who  were  then 
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the  only  directors.  I  was  secretary  when  the  certificates  of 
the  stock  of  the  company  was  issued  to  Henry  Allen.  I  did 
not  at  that  time  know  of  other  stock  being  surrendered  up 
and  cancelled.  I  supposed  it  to  be  an  issue  of  new  stock.'* 
The  real  estate  was  professedly  dealt  with  by  Allen  as  the 
property  of  the  company.  This  appears  both  by  his  answer, 
and  by  the  evidence.  Franklin  Eyre,  who  built  a  wharf  for 
the  company,  testifies  that  Dialogue,  as  president  of  the  com- 
pany, and  with  whom  he  contnvcted,  offered  to  pay  him  for 
the  work  in  real  estate.  "  He  showed  me,"  the  witness  says, 
"  the  lots,  represented  to  me  that  the  company  got  them  of 
Allen,  told  me  what  the  company  paid  Allen  for  it.  To  the 
best  of  my  recollection,  he  said  the  company  had  paid  Allen 
$15,000  of  stock.  I  am  not  certain  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
stock.  I  am  pretty  clear  that  Dialogue  told  me  they  had 
given  Allen  stock  for  the  company."  E^isby  himself,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  company,  and  the  witness  relied  upon  to  support 
the  averment  of  the  answer,  that  Dialogue  paid  for  the  land 
with  his  own  stock,  testifies,  that  it  was  his  understanding 
that  Dialogue  was  to  hold  the  property  in  trust  for  the  com- 
pany. 

In  support  of  the  allegation  that  the  stock  issued  to  Allen 
was  a  re-issue  of  Dialogue's  stock,  four  certificates  of  stock 
are  exhibited,  amounting  together  to  150  shares,  which  pur- 
port to  have  been  issued  to  Dialogue  on  the  eighth  of  July, 
1856.  These  certificates  are  marked  cancelled.  Attached 
to  them  is  a  letter  of  attorney  in  blank,  executed  by  Dialogue, 
authorizing  the  attorney  to  sell,  assign  and  transfer  unto 
Henry  Allen,  or  any  other  person  or  persons,  147  shares  in 
the  capital  stock  of  the  company. 

The  answer  to  this  evidence  is,  that  the  by-laws  of  the 
company  require  that  transfers  of  stock  shall  be  made  upon 
the  books  of  the  company,  in  person,  or  by  power  of  attorney, 
in  presence  of  the  president  or  secretary.  No  such  transfer 
was  ever  made.  The  secretary  swears  that  he  never  heard  of 
any  transfer  of  stock  by  Dialogue.  There  is  no  pretence  that 
these  certificates  of  Dialogue's  were  ever  surrendered  to  the 

Vol.  l  g 
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company.  When  they  were  cancelled  does  not  appear.  There 
is  no  evidence  when  the  letter  of  attorney  was  executed,  or 
that  it  was  ever  delivered  to  Allen.  The  evidence  is  express, 
that  it  was  not  delivered ;  that  he  never  saw,  or  heard  of  it. 
How  then  can  it  be  evidence  of  a  transfer  of  stock  ?  The 
whole  transaction  bears  upon  its  face  the  strongest  evidence 
of  having  been  fraudulently  manufactured.  At  any  rate  it 
is  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  transfer  of  stock. 

There  is  written  in  the  stock  book,  in  the  margin  of  the 
original  certificates  issued  to  Dialogue,  the  words,  "  trans- 
ferred to  Henry  Allen,  and  certificate  issued,"  without  date 
or  signature.  Easby  testifies  that  it  was  made  by  him  at 
the  time  the  stock  was  transferred  to  Allen,  and  that  it  was 
Dialogue's  stock  that  was  transferred.  As  has  been  said  al- 
ready, there  was  no  transfer  of  Dialogue  s  stock,  and  this 
evidence  is  directly  in  the  face  of  the  evidence  in  the  cause. 
There  is  no  intimation  of  any  such  transaction  upon  the 
minutes  of  the  company,  or  upon  the  face  of  the  stock  book, 
except  what  is  furnished  by  Easby  himself.  The  value  of 
this  evidence  will  be  best  understood  by  adverting  briefly 
to  the  history  of  the  company,  and  the  attitude  of  Easby  and 
Dialogue  in  regard  to  it. 

The  company  was  incorporated  on  the  seventh  of  Febru- 
ary, 1854,  with  a  capital  of  $100,000,  divided  into  shares  of 
$100  each.  In  the  year  1854,  an  attempt  was  made  to 
organize  the  company  by  the  corporators  named  in  the 
charter.  Subscription  books  were  opened,  subscriptions 
obtained,  and  a  board  of  directors  elected.  It  does  not 
appear  that  one  dollar  was  paid  upon  the  subscriptions  thus 
made.  The  evidence  is,  that  there  was  not.  We  have  the 
history  of  the  organization  of  the  company  from  the  minutes, 
and  from  the  lips  of  Easby  himself.  Before  the  company 
was  formed,  Easby  and  Dialogue  had  been  in  business  to- 
gether under  the  firm  of  Easby  &  Dialogue,  carrying  on 
machine  business,  manufacturing  steam  engines,  boilers,  &c. 
None  of  the  stock  was  sold  for  cash.  Both  Dialogue  and 
Easby  paid  fur  their  stock  in  land  and  materials,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  charter. 
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The  mode  in  which  it  was  done,  and  the  amount  paid, 
appears  from  the  minutes  of  a  meeting  of  the  directors  held 
on  the  sixteenth  of  July,  1865.  There  were  five  directors, 
one  of  whom  appears  never  to  have  acted.  Three  were 
present  at  the  meeting,  William  Easby,  John  H.  Dialogue 
and  P.  C.  Brinck.  Brinck  purports,  upon  the  books  of  the 
company,  to  have  subsequently  held  one  share  of  stock.  At 
the  date  of  the  meeting,  it  does  not  appear  that  he  had  any 
interest  whatever  in  the  company.  The  following  proceed- 
ings of  that  meeting  are  recorded : 

"  A  schedule  of  property,  consisting  of  machinery,  tools, 
fixtures,  stock,  engines,  boilers,  patent  right  for  Babbett 
metal,  &c. ;  also,  good  will  of  the  business  of  Easby  &  Dia- 
logue as  per  inventory,  amounting  to  $54,000,  was  presented 
to  the  board,  and  accepted  as  stock,  materials,  property, 
&c.,"  as  per  section  nine  of  the  charter  of  the  company.  Also, 
the  lot  of  ground  and  buildings  situate  southwest  corner  of 
Second  street  and  Stevens  street,  city  of  Camden,  N.  J.,  at  a 
valuation  of  $16,000,  was  also  accepted.  The  above  amounts, 
Ray  $54,000  and  $16,000,  were  in  payment  for  subscriptions 
to  the  capital  stock  of  this,  the  Camden  Iron  Manufacturing 


The  secretary  was  directed  to  have  the  deed  for  the  above 
named  real  estate,  conveyed  by  William  Easby  and  wife,  re- 
corded; also,  to  have  an  affidavit  by  two  or  more  directors 
niade  and  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state,  in  accordance 
^ith  section  third  of  the  charter,  which  requires  that  when- 
ever $100,000  shall  have  been  subscribed  and  at  least  $50,- 
WW  paid  in,  and  an  aflSdavit  thereof  made  by  two  directors, 
^nd  filed  in  the  oflBce  of  secreUiry  of  state,  it  shall  be  lawful 
^or  the  said  corporation  to  commence  and  carry  on  its  busi- 
ness under  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

At  this  time  it  is  clear  that  Easby  and  Dialogue  were  the 
sole  owners  of  the  concern.  They  simply  turned  over  their 
^d,  machinery,  patent  right,  and  good  will  of  the  business 
to  the  company,  at  a  valuation  accepted  by  themselves,  and 
^^^nained,  as  before,  the  owners  of  the  concern.  As  yet  no 
certificate  of  stock  appears  to  have  been  issued. 
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In  the  year  1856,  Charles  Kaighn's  property  at  Kaighn's 
Point  was  purchased,  and  he  became  a  stockholder  and  di- 
rector. The  mode  in  which  he  became  a  stockholder  is 
worth  noting,  as  it  may  tend  to  throw  light  upon  the  trans- 
action with  Allen.  On  the  third  of  March,  1856,  at  a  meet- 
ing of  the  directors,  at  which  three  were  present,  of  whom 
Easby  and  Dialogue  were  two,  the  president,  Easby,  re- 
j>orted  that  he  could  purchase  the  Kaighn's  Point  property 
for  $10,500 ;  $8000  in  cash,  and  $2500  in  the  stock  of  the 
company  at  par.  On  motion  of  Dialogue,  the  report  was 
referred  to  the  stockholders  for  action.  At  a  special  meet- 
ing of  the  stockholders,  held  on  the  thirtieth  of  April,  the 
president,  Easby,  reported  that  the  property  could  be  pur- 
chased for  $2000  in  cash  and  $6000  in  the  stock  of  the  com- 
pany, provided  the  company  put  improvements  on  it  to  the 
value  of  $10,000  within  three  years ;  when,  on  motion  of 
Dialogue,  it  was  resolved  that  the  report  of  the  president  be 
accepted,  and  that  he  be  authorized  to  conclude  the  purchase 
upon  the  terms  stated  in  the  report,  and  have  the  deed  maile 
and  executed  to  the  Camden  Iron  Manufacturing  Company 
forthwith.  On  the  next  day,  the  first  of  May,  certificates 
for  sixty  shares  of  stock,  which  at  par  would  be  equal  to 
$6000,  were  issued  to,  and  received  by  Kaighn.  But  no 
deed  appears  to  have  been  executed  in  pursuance  of  the  in- 
structions of  the  stockholders.  Easby  appears  to  have  taken 
the  title  to  himself.  At  a  meeting  of  the  directors  on  the 
third  of  April,  1858,  at  which  were  present  Easby,  Dialogue 
and  Kaighn,  it  was  resolved  that  William  Easby  be  requested 
to  state  upon  what  terms  he  will  convey  to  the  company  the 
property  at  Kaighn's  Point.  At  a  meeting  on  the  twenty- 
second  of  May,  the  same  three  directors  being  present,  it  was 
resolved  that  *'  a  special  meeting  of  the  stockholders  be  called 
to  take  into  consideration  the  purchase  of  the  wharf  property 
at  Kaighn's  Point,  and  the  erection  of  the  works  thereon." 
On  the  first  of  June,  1858,  the  stockholders  meeting  was  held, 
to  take  into  consideration  the  purchase  of  the  Kaighn's  Point 
property.      Kaighn,  Dialogue  and    Easby   were   preaeat 
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Kaighn  was  president,  Dialogue  secretary,  and  we  know 
that  Easby  was  present,  for  the  minutes  gravely  state  that 
stockholders  were  present,  representing  600  shares  of  stock. 
Easby,  at  that  time,  we  know,  held  ever  600  shares  of  the 
stock,  and  must  therefore  have  been  one. 

It  was  resolved  that  the  board  of  directors  be  authorized 
and  empowered  to  purchase  of  William  Easby,  the  wharf 
and  property  at  Kaighn's  Point,  formerly  belonging  to  Charles 
Kaighn,  upon  such  terms  as  may  be  deemed  by  them  for  the 
best  interests  of  the  company.     On  the  fifth  of  June,  Easby 
presented  his  resignation  as  president  and  director.     Dia- 
logue was  elected  president,  and  Allen,  a  director  in  his  place. 
At  a  meeting  of  the  directors  on  the  tenth  of  June,  the  presi- 
dent (Dialogue)  produced  to  the  board  the  unexecuted  deed 
of  Easby  to  the  company  for  the  property  at  Kaighn's  Point, 
also  the  bond  and  mortgage  proposed  to  be  given  to  Easby, 
to  secure  $20,000  of  the  purchase  money  thereof,  as  proposed, 
for  execution  and  delivery  :  when,  on  motion,  it  was  resolved 
that  the  president  and  secretary  be  authorized  to  accept  said 
deed,  when  executed,  and  to  execute  and  deliver  said  bond 
and  mortgage.     This  is  the  same  property  which  Easby  was 
instructed  to  have  conveyed  directly  from  Kaighn  to  the 
company  for  $8000,  and  for  which,  on  the  first  of  May,  1856, 
stock  of  the  company  to  the  amount  of  $6000  was  issued  to 
Kaighn,  so  that  the  property  stood  the  company  in  $26,0iX). 
It  may  be  suggested  that  the  conduct  of  Easby  or  of  Dia- 
logue, as  directors,  is  not  in  issue,  and  that  the  facts  alluded 
^  may  admit  of  denial  or  explanation.     That  is  conceded. 
But  these  facts  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  evidence,  and  they 
*re  material  as  showing  by  whom  the  stock  of  the  company 
^as  owned,  how,  and  for  what  purposes  it  was  held  and 
transferred.     They  are  material  moreover,  as  directly  con- 
finnatory  of  other  evidence  in  the  cause.     They  show  that 
^by  and  Dialogue  were  partners  in  the  iron  manufacturing 
business,  when  the  charter  of  this  iron  manufacturing  com- 
pany was  obtained.    That  they  turned  over  to  the  company 
^  a  valuation  of  $70,000,  all  their  land,  mc\chinery  and  other 
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partnership  property,  including  patent  rights  and  the  good 
will  of  their  business,  in  payment  for  subscriptions  to  the 
capital  stock  of  the  company.     That  they  continued  in  tlie 
control  of  the  company  from  that  hour  until  after  the  trans- 
fer of  stock  to  Allen.     That  no  stock  was  issued  to  any  one 
until  May  first,  1856,  after  the  purchase  of  the  Kaighn'a 
Point  property,  when  60  shares  were  issued  to  Charles  Kaighn. 
On  the  twentieth  of  December,  1856,  forty  additional  shares 
were  issued  to  Kaighn.     There  were  also  issued  during  the 
same  period,  between  the  first  of  May  and  the  thirty-first  of 
December,  1856,  500  shares,  just  one  half  of  the  whole  stock, 
to  Easby,  and  220  shares  to  Dialogue.   So  that  on  the  thirty- 
first  of  December,  1856,  there  had  been  issued  to  Easby  and 
Dialogue,  the  original  proprietors  of  the  property,  720  shares, 
which  was  twenty  shares  more  than  they  paid  for  by  the 
transfer  of  their  property,  and  100  shares  to  Kaighn  in  the 
purchase  of  his  land.     There  were  also  certificates  for  50 
shares  of  stock  issued  to  Easby  on  the  thirty-first  of  Decem- 
ber, 1856,  which  are  stated,  under  Easby *s  receipt,  to  have 
been  a  dividend  declared  by  the  company  for  1855.     I  do  not 
find  that  any  such  dividend  was  declared.     It  does  not,  I 
think,  appear  upon  the  minutes  of  the  directors.     Easby, 
however,  says  it  was  made  and  recorded  in  the  book  of  the 
company.     It  was  a  ten  per  cent,  dividend.   It  was  supposed 
at  the  time,  that  that  dividend  was  made  out  of  the  profits  of 
the  company's  business  during  that  time,  but  it  was  after- 
wards discovered  not  to  be  so.    It  was  a  mistake  of  the  secre- 
tary.    Laying,  therefore,  this  certificate  out  of  the  question, 
there  were  but  800  shares  properly  issued,  when  Allen  con- 
veyed his  land  to  the  company.     The  issue  of  the  stock  to 
Allen  was  not,  therefore,  an  over  issue  of  stock,  but  was  stock 
belonging  to  the  company  as  such,  which  had  never  been 
issued,  and  which  was  lawfully  issued  to  Allen  by  the  com- 
pany. 

So  far  as  appears  by  the  evidence,  there  has  not  been  a  share 
of  this  stock  purchased  and  paid  for  after  the  organization  of 
the  company,  except  by  Kaighn  in  1856,  and  by  Allen  in 
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1858.  They  both  received  their  stock  directly  from  and  in 
the  name  of  the  company.  They  both  transferred  their  land 
for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  And  yet,  upon  some  pretext, 
the  whole  of  Kaighn's  land  passes  into  the  hands  of  Easby, 
one  of  the  copartners  in  the  original  concern,  and  the  president 
of  the  company ;  and  the  whole  land  conveyed  by  Allen  passes 
into  the  hands  of  Dialogue,  the  other  copartner,  also  a  direc- 
tor of  the  company.  The  evidence  shows,  unequivocally,  in 
the  case  of  Dialogue,  that  the  land  was  purchased  with  the 
funds  of  the  company,  and  that  he  holds  it  in  trust  for  the 
creditors  and  stockholders  of  the  corporation.  It  will  be 
decreed  accordingly. 

I  think  there  is  nothing  in  the  objection  that  the  company 
could  not  take  the  land  in  payment  for  the  stock  of  the  com- 
pany. Clearly,  the  land  having  been  paid  for  by  the  funds 
of  the  company  and  conveyed  to  Dialogue,  he  becomes  a 
trustee  for  the  creditors  and  stockholders.  The  trust  will  be 
enforced  for  their  benefit. 


Philip  Gariss  vs.  Elias  L.  Gariss  and  Isaiah  Gariss.* 

1-  The  enforcement  of  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  is  an  exer- 
cise of  the  extraordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  resting  in  sound  dUcre- 
tion. 

2.  Specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed,  where  the  party  seeking  it 
hu  been  gnilty  of  laches,  or  negligent  in  his  application. 

On  final  hearing. 

Hamilton,  for  complainant. 

McCartcTf  for  defendants. 

♦  2  BcMUy  320. 
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The  Chancellor.  By  the  terms  of  the  contract  upon 
which  the  bill  is  founded,  the  time  for  its  performance  ex- 
pired on  the  first  of  April,  1854.  There  was  neither  a  pay- 
ment, nor  a  tender  of  the  purchase  money  by  the  complain- 
ant, according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  But  the  bill 
alleges  that  the  time  for  performance  was  extended  by  a 
parol  agreement  between  the  parties ;  that  under  this  agree- 
ment the  complainant  made  valuable  improvements  on  the 
premises,  and  continued  in  peaceable  possession  until  1859, 
when  the  defendant,  Elias  L.  Gariss,  conveyed  to  Isaiah 
Grariss,  who  took  title  with  notice  of  the  complainant's  equity. 
The  defendants,  by  their  answers,  expressly  denied  these  alle- 
gations of  the  bill,  and  the  injunction  which  had  been  issued 
to  restrain  the  defendants  from  disturbing  the  complainant's 
possession,  was  dissolved  on  the  ground  that  the  equity  of 
the  bill  was  fully  denied  by  the  answers. 

The  case  made  by  the  bill  is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
The  parties  to  the  contract  are  father  and  son.  In  Decem- 
ber, 1850,  the  real  estate  of  Philip  Gariss,  the  father,  was 
sold  under  execution  by  the  sheriff  of  Sussex,  and  purchased 
by  Elias  L.  Gariss,  the  son,  for  $1101.  The  land  conveyed 
by  the  sheriff  consisted  of  two  tracts;  the  one  containing 
about  twenty-one  and  a  half  acres,  and  the  other  nearly 
twenty-five  acres.  Four  hundred  dollars  of  the  purchase 
money  were  realized  by  the  resale  of  the  twenty-one  acre  lot. 
Three  hundred  dollars  were  advanced  by  the  son.  About 
fifteen  acres  of  the  twenty-five  acre  lot  were  reconveyed  by 
the  son  to  the  father,  Philip  Gariss,  and  his  wife.  The 
balance,  something  less  than  ten  acres,  was  retained  by  the 
son,  as  security  for  the  advance  made  by  him  upon  the  pur- 
chase at  the  sheriff  8  sale.  On  the  ninth  of  April,  1851,  the 
parties  entered  into  an  agreement,  by  which  it  was  stipu- 
lated that,  upon  the  payment  of  the  $300  advanced  by  the 
son,  on  the  first  of  April,  1854,  with  interest,  the  ten  acre 
lot  should  be  reconveyed  by  the  son  to  the  father.  This  is 
the  agreement,  the  si)ecific  performance  of  which  is  now 
sought  to  be  enforced. 
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The  contract  was  doubtless  made  for  the  father's  benefit, 
to  afford  him  an  opportunity  of  redeeming  the  land  by  pay- 
ing the  amount  advanced  by  the  son.     I  see  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  the  arrangement  was  carried  out  by  the  son  in 
entire  good  faith.   It  is  shown  that  the  father  was  permitted 
to  remain  upon  the  land,  and  was  from  year  to  year  offered 
the  privilege  of  redeeming  it  until  the  spring  of  1859,  when 
he  was  distinctly  notified  by  the  son,  that  the  same  would  be 
sold  unless  he  paid  the  amount  due.     During  this  period  the 
father  neither  paid,  nor  offered  to  pay,  any  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal.    He  utterly  failed  to  fulfil  the  contract  upon  his  part. 
He  continued  in  possession,  with  the  assent  of  the  son,  but 
vfhether  under  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  purchase,  or  as  a 
tenant  paying  rent,  is  not  very  clear  from  the  evidence.    Nor 
do  I  deem  it  at  all  material  to  the  result  of  the  case.     If  he 
continued  in  possession  as  a  tenant,  the  contract  to  purchase 
was  determined,  and  there  can  be  no  ground  for  the  com- 
plainant's claim.     But  assuming  that  the  complainant  con- 
tinued in  possession  until  1859  under  the  contract  to  purchase, 
the  time  for  performance  having  been  from  year  to  year  ex- 
tended by  the  son,  there  is  no  pretence  that  it  was  extended 
indefinitely,  nor  is  there  any  satisfactory  evidence  that  it  was 
extended  beyond  the  first  of  April,  1859.     The  allegation  of 
the  bill  is,  that  relying  upon  the  assent  of  the  defendant  to 
the  extension  of  the  time  for  performance,  the  complainant 
n^^e  improvements  on  the  premises  by  the  erection  of  a 
huilding.    This  is  denied  by  the  answer,  and  clearly  disproved 
hy  the  evidence.     The  evidence  shows  an* entire  willingness 
on  the  part  of  the  son  that  the  father  should  take  the  property, 
^pon  the  payment  of  the  money  advanced,  according  to  the 
^ntract,  for  years  after  the  time  limited  for  performance 
had  expired,  and  great  forbearance  in  enforcing  his  legal 
^ghte.    This  forbearance  was  exercised  long  after  there 
^naed  any  reasonable  ground  for  hope  that  the  father  would 
^ver  be  able,  or  willing,  to  fulfil  his  contract.     He  was 
*^6ely  in  arrear  for  interest  upon  the  purchase  money,  or 
for  rent,  when  the  son  announced  his  purpose  to  sell  the 
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property.  The  fact  that  the  son  sold  a  part  of  the  land  in  1854, 
very  soon  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  performance 
limited  by  the  contract,  and  that  the  purchaser  took,  and  has 
ever  since  held  possession,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  father, 
is  strong  confirmatory  evidence  of  the  view  of  the  transac- 
tion presented  by  the  defendants  answer,  and  that  the  con- 
tract to  purchase  waa  then  in  fact  determined. 

But  even  if  the  contract  continued,  and  if  the  defendant, 
by  a  course  of  conduct  inconsistent  with  the  intention  of  in- 
sisting upon  all  objections  grounded  on  the  lapse  of  time,  be 
deemed  to  have  waived  all  objections  on  this  ground,  the 
complainant  is  not  entitled  to  relief.  I  think  the  evidence 
clearly  shows  that  the  vendor  announced  a  clear  purpose  of 
terminating  the  contract  on  the  first  of  April,  1859.  It  is 
clearly  shown  that  in  July,  1859,  Elias  L.  Gariss  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  property  to  a  third  party. 
Written  notice  of  the  contract  was  immediately  given  to  the 
complainant.  The  deed,  in  pursuance  of  this  contract,  was 
delivered  in  December,  1859.  The  purchaser  went  into  pos- 
session under  the  deed,  fenced  the  premises,  and,  with  the 
exception  of  some  opposition  made  by  the  complainant  at 
the  time  of  his  taking  possession,  without  any  objection  from 
the  complainant.  In  April,  1860,  for  the  first  time,  the 
complainant  tendered  the  purchase  money  and  paid  the  ar- 
rears of  interest  due  to  the  vendor.  The  acceptance  of  the 
purchase  money  was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  the  premises 
had  been  sold  and  conveyed.  The  bill  to  enforce  the  specific 
performance  of  t£e  contract  was  not  filed  till  the  tenth  of 
May,  1861,  more  than  two  years  after  the  complainant  had 
been  distinctly  notified  that  the  property  would  be  sold,  and 
nearly  two  years  after  the  contract  for  sale  had  been  made 
with  a  third  party  and  the  purchaser  put  into  possession. 

Enforcing  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  is  an 
exercise  of  the  extraordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  rest- 
ing in  sound  discretion.  Alley  v.  Deschampa,  13  Veset/  225 ; 
Moore  v.  Blake,  1  Ball  ^  Beat.  62. 

The  relief  will  not  be  granted  unless  the  party  seeking  it 
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is  prompt  in  his  application,  or  shows  good  reason  for  the 
delay.  Mqirquis  of  Hertford  v.  Boore,  5  Vesey  719;  Mil- 
ward  V.  Earl  of  Thanet,  Ibid,  720,  note  b ;  JSads  v.  Wil- 
liams, 4  De  Gex  M.  4*  Gor.  691 ;  Fry  on  Spec,  Ferf,  §  732. 
Here  the  complainant  stood  passively  by,  two  years  after 
he  had  been  distinctly  notified  that  the  premises  would  be 
sold,  and  more  than  eighteen  months  after  a  sale  had  actually 
been  made,  and  the  purchaser  had  entered  into  possession, 
without  taking  any  step  to  enforce  his  contract,  or  showing 
any  satisfactory  reason  for  the  delay. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Israel  J.  Woodward,  administrator  of  Forman  Woodward, 
deceased,  vs.  Edward  B.  Woodward  and  Robert  Wood- 
ward, executors  of  Robert  E.  Woodward,  deceased,  who 
was  the  surviving  executor  of  Israel  Woodward,  deceased. 

Israel  Woodward,  by  his  will,  gave  and  bequeathed  ss  follows :  "  I  give 
*nd  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Elizabeth  Black,  the  sum  of  fourteen  hun- 
dred dollars,  which  sum  I  order  my  executors  to  put  out  at  interest,  and 
^ke  land  security  for  the  same,  and  pay  her  the  yearly  interest  arising 
thereon  duiing  her  natural  life;  and  if  she  dies  leaving  no  lawful  issue,  I 
order  the  said  sum  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars  to  be  divided  between  my 
■ong  and  daughters  equally."  He  died  leaving  seven  children,  beside  the 
«»id  legatee.  Shortly  after  his  death,  six  of  the  seven  children  signed  the 
following  instrument :  "  Whereas,  our  father,  Israel  Woodward,  in  his  last 
^Uand  testament,  has  bequeathed  unto  his  daughter,  Elizabeth  W.  Black, 
the  interest  of  $1400  during  her  natural  life,  but  not  to  receive  any  part  of 
^®  principal.  Now  be  it  remembered,  that  we,  the  subscribers,  legatees  of 
the  said  Israel  Woodward,  do  hereby  agree  that  the  said  sum  of  $1400  shall 
"•P*id  to  her  by  the  executors  of  said  will,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of 
^ward  Black,  her  present  husband ;  but  in  case  the  said  Elizabeth  W. 
-"l^ck  ghonld  depart  this  life  before  the  said  Edward  Black,  then  this  agree- 
"»ent  to  be  void  and  of  no  effect."     Held— 

1.  The  gift  over  was  valid.  As  applied  to  personal  estate,  such  limitation 
o^«r  imports  not  to  indefinite,  but  a  definite  failure  of  issue. 

^  By  the  terms  of  the  gift,  Elizabeth  Black  took  the  entire  interest  of 
^  testator,  defeasible  on  her  leaving  no  issue  at  her  death. 
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3.  The  SODS  and  daughters  of  the  testator,  living  at  his  death,  took  a 
vested  interest  in  the  residuary  gift,  defeasible  upon  the  death  of  the  legatee 
for  life,  leaving  issue. 

4.  The  interest  of  the  residuary  legatees  vested  not  in  possession,  bat  in 
right,  upon  the  testator's  death,  so  as  to  be  transmissible  to  their  personal 
representatives. 

5.  The  limitation  over  is  to  all  the  sons  and  danght^rs  of  the  testator, 
and  the  interest  of  either  of  such  legatees  is  not  defeated  by  his  or  her 
death  before  the  legatee  for  life,  but  is  transmitted  to  his  personal  repre- 
sentatives. 

6.  The  defeasible  interest  of  the  legatees  in  the  legacies  over,  upon  the 
death  of  the  legatee  for  life,  was  assignable. 

7.  The  omission  of  one  of  the  legatees  to  sign  the  agreement,  will  not  in- 
validate it  as  against  those  who  did  sign  it,  they  having  derived  all  the 
benefit  sought  by  the  arrangement,  and  having  incurred  no  additional 
burden  or  loss. 


Beasley,  for  complainant. 

The  limitation  over  would  create  an  estate  tail  in  real  estate. 
The  word  "  survivors  "  is  not  used.  Only  expression  is  leav- 
ing. Den  V.  Allaire,  Spencer  6;  Morehmise  v.  Cotheal,  1 
Zab.  480;  Den  v.  Howell,  Spencer  411;  Den  v.  Schenck,  3 
Hoist  K  29. 

"  Leaving,"  as  applied  to  personal  estate,  imputes  a  definite 
failure  of  issue.    2  Jarman  on  Wills,  419,  ayid  cases  cited. 

The  interest  of  the  legatees  over  was  vested  and  transmis- 
sible, although  contingent.  1  Williams  on  Exrs  795; 
Barnes  v.  Allen,  1  Bro.  Ch,  E.  167. 

It  was  assignable.     2  Story's  Eq,  Jur,,  §  1040. 

A  family  compromise  to  avoid  litigation  was  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  the  assignment. 

It  will  be  sustained  in  equity  even  without  consideration, 
because  it  is  executed,  Bunn  v.  Winthrop,  1  Johns,  Ch,  JR. 
335 ;  Hayes  v.  Kershow,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  B.  258 ;  1  Lead.  Cases 
in  Eguity  234,  and  cases  there  cited. 

Tbe  agreement  not  having  been  executed  by  one  of  the 
children,  his  share  is  untouched.     1  Dutcher  302. 
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Vroom,  for  defendant. 

The  interest  in  the  legacy  under  the  will,  independent  of 
the  release,  upon  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Black  without  issue, 
vested  in  the  children  of  the  testator  at  his  death,  and  went 
to  their  issue. 

The  release  was  not  an  absolute  sale  or  transfer  of  the 
right  of  the  legatees.  It  was  a  voluntary  arrangement ; 
attempted,  but  never  completed. 

It  was  intended  to  be  a  joi7it  agreement,  not  to  be  taken 
in  parts.     If  all  did  not  agree,  there  was  no  agreement. 

The  agreement  was  never  carried  into  eflFect  at  all. 

It  was  void  as  to  Mrs.  Hewliugs,  being  signed  by  her 
alone.     Her  husband  being  a  witness,  did  not  bind  her  right. 

The  Chancellor.  Israel  Woodward,  of  the  county  of 
Monmouth,  by  his  will,  bearing  date  on  the  third  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1821,  gave  and  bequeathed,  among  other  things,  as 
follows,  viz.  "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  daughter,  Elizabeth 
Black,  the  sum  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars,  which  sum  I 
order  my  executors  to  put  out  at  interest  and  take  land 
security  for  the  same,  and  pay  her  the  yearly  interest  arising 
thereon  during  her  natural  life;  and  if  she  dies,  leaving  no 
lawful  issue,  I  order  the  said  sum  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars 
to  be  divided  between  my  sons  and  daughtei*s,  equally." 

The  testator  died  on  the  fifteenth  of  January,  1821,  leav- 
ing his  said  will  unrevoked,'  and  leaving  him  surviving 
seven  sons  and  daughters,  beside  the  said  Elizabeth  Black. 
On  the  twenty-second  of  the  same  month  of  January,  seven 
days  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  an  instrument  of  the 
following  tenor  was  signed  by  six  of  the  seven  legatees  of 
the  reversionary  interest,  uiz. 

"  Whereas  our  father,  Israel  Woodward,  in  his  last  will 
and  testament,  has  bequeathed  unto  his  daughter,  Elizabeth 
W.  Black,  the  interest  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars  during 
her  natural  life,  but  not  to  receive  any  part  of  the  principal. 
Now  be  it  remembered,  that  we  the  subscribers,  legatees  of 
the  said  Israel  Woodward,  do  hereby  agree  that  the  said 
Vol.  I.  H 
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sum  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars  shall  be  paid  to  her  by  the 
executors  of  said  will,  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  Edward 
Black,  her  present  husband ;  but  in  case  the  said  Eliziibeth 
W.  Black  should  depart  this  life  before  the  said  Edward 
Black,  then  this  agreement  to  be  void  and  of  no  effect." 

This  agreement  was  not  signed  by  Forman  Woodward, 
one  of  the  sons.  Anna  Hewlings,  one  of  the  daughters,  at 
the  time  of  executing  the  agreement,  was  a  married  woman. 
Her  husband  did  not  join  in  the  execution  of  the  instrument, 
but  it  was  executed  in  his  presence,  and  attested  by  him  as 
a  subscribing  witness. 

The  bill  is  filed  with  the  view  of  having  the  rights  of  the 
parties  settled,  and  their  respective  claims  amicably  ad- 
justed. 

1.  The  gift  over  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  testator, 
upon  the  death  of  his  daughter  Elizabeth,  '*  leaving  no  issue," 
was  valid.  A  limitation  over  of  real  estate  upon  the  death 
of  the  first  devisee,  leaving  no  issue,  would  create  an  estate 
tail.  But  as  applied  to  personal  estate,  such  limitation  over 
imports  not  an  indefinite,  but  a  definite  failure  of  issue,  and 
the  limitation  over  is  good.  2  Jarman  419,  and  canes  there 
cited. 

By  the  terms  of  the  gift,  p]lizabeth  Black  took  the  entire 
interest  of  the  testator,  defeasible  on  her  leaving  no  issue  at 
her  death. 

2.  The  limitation  over  is  to  the  sous  and  daughters  of  the 
testator.  It  is  to  be  divided  equally  between  them  upon 
the  death  of  the  legatee  for  life.  By  the  terms  of  the  limi- 
tation over,  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  testator,  living  at 
his  death,  took  a  vested  interest  in  the  residuary  gift,  de- 
feasible upon  the  death  of  the  legatee  for  life,  leaving  issue. 
The  interest  of  the  residuary  legatee  vested,  not  in  possession^ 
but  in  inghty  upon  the  testator's  death,  so  as  to  be  transmis- 
sible to  his  personal  representatives.  1  Williavis  on  Exrs 
757-9. 

The  limitation  over  of  the  gift,  is  not  to  the  surviving  sons 
and  daughters  of  the  testator,  nor  to  such  of  them  as  shall 
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survive  the  legatee  for  life.  Nor  is  there  any  expression  in 
the  will  indicating  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  limit  the 
gift,  to  those  only  of  his  sons  and  daughters  who  should  sur- 
vive the  legatee  for  life.  It  seems  very  clear  from  the  terms 
of  the  gift,  that  the  limitation  over  is  to  all  the  sons  and 
daughters  of  the  testator,  and  the  interest  of  either  of  such 
legatees  is  not  defeated  by  his  or  her  death  before  the  legatee 
for  life,  but  is  transmitted  to  his  personal  representatives. 

3.  The.  defeasible  interest  of  the  legatees  in  the  legacies 
over  upon  the  death  of  the  legatee  for  life,  was  assignable. 
2  Story's  Eq,  Jur,,  §  1040. 

The  real  question  in  the  cause  arises  upon  the  validity  and 
effect  of  the  agreement  entered  into  by  a  part  of  the  legatees 
of  the  residuary  interest  with  the  legatee  for  life,  upon  the 
death  of  the  testator.  It  is  urged  that  it  was  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  to  the  agreement,  that  all  the  lega- 
tees should  sign  it,  or  that  it  should  not  be  binding  upon 
any.  The  bill  charges,  and  the  answer  does  not  deny,  that 
Elizah)eth  Black  was  dissatisfied  with  the  limitation  over  of 
her  legacy  to  her  brothers  and  sisters  upon  her  dying  with- 
out issue,  and  threatened  litigation  in  regard  to  the  will ;  and 
that  the  legatees  of  the  reversionary  interest,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  Forman  Woodward,  to  reconcile  the  said  Elizabeth, 
to  avoid  litigation,  and  by  way  of  family  compromise,  signed 
the  agreement.  If  the  compromise  was  effected  and  the  liti- 
gation avoided  by  the  execution  of  the  agreement  by  only 
a  part  of  the  legatees,  it  is  not  perceived  why  the  assignment 
should  not  be  binding  upon  such  as  did  sign  it.  They  de- 
rived all  the  benefit  from  the  arrangement  which  they  could 
have  done,  had  it  been  signed  by  all  the  legatees.  No  addi- 
tional burden,  loss,  or  inconvenience  was  imposed  upon  them 
ly  the  omission  of  a  part  to  sign.  Having  authorized  the 
executor  to  pay  over  the  $1400  to  Elizabeth  Black  upon 
the  decease  of  her  husband,  no  one  of  the  parties  signing  the 
agreement  could  have  held  the  executors  liable  for  paying 
over  the  money  in  pursuance  of  such  authority.  And  al- 
though the  instrument  was  inoperative  as  to  the  interest  of 
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the  other  legatee,  it  was  valid  against  the  parties  to  the 
agreement,  to  the  extent  of  their  respective  interests.  The 
consideration  of  the  agreement  was  the  avoiding  of  litigation 
and  the  effecting  of  a  family  compromise.  Those  ends  were 
attained  as  fully  as  if  the  agreement  had  been  signed  by 
every  legatee.  There  was  a  suflBcient  consideration  for  the 
agreement,  and  it  will  be  supported  in  equity.  Bunn  v. 
Winthrop,  1  Johns,  Ch,  JR.  329 ;  Hayes  v.  Kershow,  1  Sandf. 
Ch.  R,  261 ;  1  Leading  Cases  in  Eq,  234. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  agreement  was  never  carried  into 
effect.  That,  although  the  husband  of  Elizabeth  Black  died 
many  years  before  her  death,  the  principal  of  the  legacy  was 
never  demanded  by  or  paid  to  her,  but  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  executors,  she  receiving  interest  upon  it  till  her  death. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  one  of  the 
parties  by  whom  the  instrument  "was  executed,  ever  ques- 
tioned its  binding  effect  or  objected  to  the  payment  of  the 
money  by  the  executors,  pursuant  to  the  agreement.  They 
are  all  deceased,  without  having  at  any  time  pretended  to 
have  any  claim  to,  or  interest  in,  the  fund  purporting  to  have 
been  transferred  by  the  agreement.  The  agreement  remained 
unquestioned  in  the  hands  of  the  legatee  for  life.  The  fact 
that  the  principal  of  the  legacy  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 
executdrs,  the  legatee  for  life  receiving  interest  upon  it,  was 
in  no  wise  inconsistent  with  her  right  to  the  principal,  or  with 
the  recognition  of  that  right  by  the  executors.  The  executors 
could  not  pay  over  the  whole  fund,  for  a  part  of  it  had  not 
been  assigned.  It  may  have  been  for  the  interest  and  con- 
venience of  both  parties  that  it  should  remain  in  their  hands. 

The  complainant  is  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed.  As 
executor  of  Elizabeth  Black,  he  is  entitled  to  six-sevenths 
of  the  legacy  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars  bequeathed  by  the 
will  of  the  testator,  and  as  the  administrator  of  Forman 
Woodward,  to  the  remaining  one-seventh  of  the  said  legacy, 
with  the  arrears  of  interest  on  the  said  shares  respectively. 
Just  allowance  must  be  made  to  the  executors  for  their  care 
of  the  fund,  and  for  their  costs  and  expenses. 
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Augustus  W.  Cutler,  executor  of  Abraham  Tappan,  de- 
ceased, V8.  John  A.  Ricamio,  Lott  Prudden  and  others. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  is  given  to  secure  a  trust  fund  belonging  to  tlie 
mortgagor,  as  between  himself  and  the  holder  of  a  second  mortgage  given 
by  him,  he  can  have  no  claim  in  equity  to  the  fund,  until  the  second  mort- 
gage is  satisfied. 

2.  It  is  within  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  protect  the  interests  of 
legatees  in  remainder,  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life;  and  the  power 
will  be  exercised,  not  only  in  behalf  of  the  legatee,  but  also  of  his  assignee, 
or  of  any  other  person  legally  entitled  to  the  fund,  upon  the  determination 
of  the  estate  for  life. 

3.  If  a  trust  fund  is  in  danger  of  being  diverted  to  the  injury  of  any 
claimant  having  a  present  or  future  fixed  title  thereto,  the  administration 
of  the  fund  will  be  duly  secured  by  the  court,  in  such  manner  as  the  court 
may  in  it8  discretion,  under  all  the  circumstances,  deem  best  fitted  to  the  end. 


Samuel  Guerin,  by  will,  gave  $600  to  his  executor,  the 
interest  and  profits  thereof  to  be  paid  to  his  daughter,  Eunice 
Brown,  during  her  life,  and  at  her  death  the  principal  to  be 
paid  to  her  four  children.     Abraham  Tappan,  the  executor 
of  Guerin,  paid  the  principal  to  the  children,  with  which 
they  purchased  of  Prudden  a  house  and  lot  for  $850.     They 
agreed  to  pay  $600  in  cash,  giving  their  bond  and  mortgage 
to  Tappan  for  $625,  as  security  for  the  fund,  and  gave  Prud- 
den a  second  mortgage  for  $250.     The  property  was  pur- 
chased to  make  a  home  for  Mrs.  Brown.     She  accepted  it  in 
lieu  of  the  annuity.     Tappan  died  in  1859,  and  appointed 
A.  W.  Cutler  his  executor. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Cutler  to  foreclose  the  mortgage. 
Prudden  filed  a  cross  bill,  praying  that  the  original  bill  be 
dismissed,  or  that  the  premises  be  sold  to  pay  encumbrances 
in  order  of  priority.  Prudden  alone  answered  original  bill. 
Tue  executor  alone  answered  cross  bill.  A  decree  pro  coil- 
f^o  was  taken  as  to  the  other  defendants. 


Cuth 


r,  pro  se. 


90  CASES  m  CHANCERY. 

Tappan's  ex*r  v.  Bicamio  et  al. 

Pitney,  for  Prudden,  one  of  the  defendants. 

The  original  bill  should  be  dismissed,  or  proceedings 
stayed  until  further  order  of  court. 

The  mortgage  which  the  complainant  seeks  to  foreclose 
was  given  to  the  trustee  of  the  mortgagors.  Trustee  is 
under  the  control  of  the  court. 

The  effect  of  the  proceeding  is  to  injure  PrudJen.  He 
should  be  decreed  to  have  a  lien  on  the  fund  in  the  hands  of 
the  executor. 

The  Chancellor.  There  is  no  controversy  as  to  the  or- 
der of  priority  of  the  mortgages,  nor  as  to  the  material  facts 
upon  which  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  depend. 

As  between  the  executor  of  Tappan  and  Prudden,  it  is  not 
denied  that  the  complainant's  mortgage  is  entitled  to  pri- 
ority. But  it  appears  by  the  cross  bill,  which  is  taken  as 
confessed,  that  the  fund  which  that  mortgage  was  given  to 
secure,  belongs  to  the  estate  of  Samuel  Guerin,  deceased,  of 
which  Abraham  Tappan  was  executor.  That  by  the  will  of 
said  Guerin,  the  interest  and  profits  of  the  fund  were  be- 
queathed to  his  daughter,  Eunice  Brown,  for  her  life,  and  on 
her  death,  equally  to  her  four  children,  share  ancl  share 
alike.  The  children  took  a  vested  interest  in  the  legacy  on 
the  death  of  the  testator. 

In  November,  1856,  Eunice  Brown  and  her  four  children, 
the  legatees  under  the  will  of  Samuel  Guerin,  being  desirous 
of  vesting  the  legacy  thus  bequeathed  to  them  in  the  pur- 
chase of  a  house  and  lot  owned  by  Prudden,  as  a  home  for 
the  mother  during  her  life,  purchased  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises of  Prudden  for  $850.  The  litle  was  made  to  the  child- 
ren. Six  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  the  amount  of 
the  fund  in  question,  was  furnished  by  the  executor,  and  for 
that  amount  the  children  gave  a  mortgage  to  the  executor  of 
(ruorin  to  secure  the  interest  of  their  mother  in  the  fund. 
Two  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars,  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  ou  the  premises 
from  the  children  to  Prudden.  The  whole  purchase  money 
was  thus  secured  on  the  premises ;  Prudden's  mortgage  being 
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last  in  order.  His  security  was  found  in  the  fact  that  the 
prior  mortgage,  although  upon  its  face  an  absolute  mortgage 
in  the  ordinary  form  to  secure  the  sum  of  $625  to  the  execu- 
tor, yet  in  truth  was  merely  intended  to  secure  the  rights  of 
the  legatee  for  life.  On  her  death,  the  principal  of  the  fund 
belonged  to  the  mortgagors.  As  between  them  and  Prudden, 
of  whom  they  purchased,  they  can  have  no  claim  in  equity 
to  the  fund,  until  the  mortgage  given  by  them  to  secure  the 
purchase  money  of  the  mortgaged  premises  is  satisfied. 

If  the  mother  were  now  dead,  the  fund  would  belong  abso- 
lutely to  the  mortgagors,  who  are  the  legatees  in  remainder. 
If  the  purpose  of  the  mortgage  had  been  expressed  upon  its 
face,  or  if  it  had  been  given  in  terms  to  secure  the  annual 
interest  of  the  fund  to  the  widow  for  her  life,  and  on  her 
Heath  to  pay  the  principal  to  the  mortgagors,  the  right  and 
^uity  of  the  second  mortgagee  would  be  apparent.  Inde- 
I)eDdent  of  the  legal  rights  of  the  executor,  such  is  the  real 
design  and  effect  of  the  mortgage.  He  is  a  mere  trustee  to 
<*arry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  will.  It  is  clear  that 
tlie  mortgagors  can  have  no  title  to  this  fund  as  against 
frudden,  their  mortgagee.  A  mortgagor  of  premises,  who 
liimself  held  a  mortgage  thereon  at  the  time  he  mortgaged 
his  interest  in  the  premises  to  another,  cannot  set  up  such 
prior  mortgage,  or  any  interest  he  has  acquired  under  the 
same,  against  his  own  mortgagee,  or  any  person  claiming 
Under  him.     Williams  v.  Thorn,  11  Paige  464. 

There  is  no  doubt  of  the  power  and  duty  of  a  court  of 
<^juity  to  protect  the  interests  of  legatees  in  remainder 
during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  cases  cited  by  the 
complainant's  counsel  fully  sustain  the  principle,  and  desig- 
nate the  mode  in  which  the  power  will  bo  exercised.  John- 
*on  V.  Mills f  1  Vese^y  sen.,  282  ;  Hallet  v.  ThompsoUy  5  Paige 
o83 ;  Craijg  v.  Hone,  2  Edxvards  Ch.  JR.  654 ;  1  Story's  Eq,, 
\  m  ;  2  Ibid.,  §  826-7,  845-6,  851. 

And  the  j>ower  will  be  exercised,  not  only  for  the  protection 
of  the  legatee,  but  of  his  assignee,  or  any  person  legally 
<?ntitled  to  the  fund,  upon  the  determination  of  the  estate  for 
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life.  In  Johnson  v.  MilUf  1  Vesei/j  sen.,  282,  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Hardwicke  said :  "  I  thought  nothing  was  better  settled 
than  that,  wherever  a  demand  was  made  out  of  assets  cer- 
tainly due,  but  payable  at  a  future  time,  the  person  entitled 
thereto  might  come  against  the  executor  to  have  it  secured 
for  his  benefit  and  set  apart  in  the  meantime,  that  he  might 
not  be  obliged  to  pursue  these  assets  through  several  hands. 
Nor  is  there  any  more  useful  part  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  the  administration  of  assets.  Therefore  it  is  ad- 
mitted to  be  done  in  the  case  of  a  legacy  always,  although 
contingent  and  payable  at  a  future  day,  so  as  that  it  might 
fall  into  the  bulk  of  the  estate ;  and  this  is  done  to  secure 
every  party  of  course  as  a  common  equity,  without  expecting 
any  suggestion  of  the  insolvency  of  the  executor,  or  of  wast- 
ing the  assets." 

If  property  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee  for  certain  specific 
uses  or  trusts  (either  express  or  implied),  is  in  danger  of 
being  diverted  to  the  injury  of  any  claimant  having  a  present 
or  future  fixed  title  thereto,  the  administration  of  the  fund 
will  be  duly  secured  by  the  court  in  such  manner  as  the 
court  may,  in  its  discretion  under  all  the  circumstances, 
deem  best  fitted  to  the  end ;  as  by  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver,  or  by  payment  of  the  fund,  if  pecuniary,  into  court, 
or  by  requiring  security  for  its  due  preservation  and  appro- 
priation.    2  Story's  Eq,,  §  826,  827. 

If  the  tenant  for  life  were  now  dead,  the  proper  decree 
would  be,  after  satisfying  any  claim  that  the  executor  might 
have  upon  the  fund  for  administering  the  same,  to  pay  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  first, 
the  claim  of  Prudden,  and  the  balance,  if  any,  to  the  mort- 
gagors. During  her  life,  it  is  necessary  that  the  principal 
of  the  fund  should  be  secured  in  such  manner  as  to  enable 
the  executor  to  execute  the  trust  by  paying  her  the  interest 
as  it  accrues.  This  may  be  done,  either,  1st,  by  directing  a 
sale  of  the  premises,  subject  to  the  annuity  of  the  legiitee  for 
life;  or,  2nd,  by  directing  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  to  be  ap- 
plied to  satisfy  the  mortgages  in  the  order  of  their  priority, 
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and  retaining  the  fund  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Guerin 
under  the  control  of  the  court,  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction 
of  the  equitable  claims  of  the  respective  parties.  The  first 
form  of  decree  will  occasion  less  expense  and  hazard  to  the 
parties,  and  will  probably  be  most  free  from  objection.  A 
reference  will  be  necessary  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  upon 
the  respective  mortgages.  Upon  the  coming  in  of  the  report, 
a  decree  will  be  made  in  such  form  as  counsel  may  settle  as 
most  advantageous,  under  the  circumstances,  for  the  parties 
interested. 

Whatever  form  of  decree  may  be  adopted,  the  rights  of 
the  legatee  for  hfe  must  be  adequately  secured.  She  is  before 
the  court,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  see  that  her  in- 
terests, so  far  as  they  may  be  incidentally  affected,  should  be 
carefully  guarded. 


Elizabeth  Vanduyne  vs.  Alfred  Vanduyne  and  others. 

1.  "Whether  the  execation  commands  the  eheriflf  to  sell  so  much  of  the 
premises  as  may  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  decree,  or  to  raise  the  sum  re- 
quired ont  of  the  premises,  the  daty  imposed  upon  him,  as  to  the  quantity 
of  land  to  be  sold,  is  the  same.  His  duty,  in  either  event,  is  to  sell  only 
«o  much  of  the  premises  as  may  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of 
the  execution,  provided  such  portion  can  be  conveniently  and  reasonably 
<ietached  from  the  residue  of  the  property. 

2-  A  mere  error  of  judgment,  or  mistaken  exercise  of  discretion,  by  the 
fheriff,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  unfairness  in  the  sale,  affords  no  ground 
for  the  interference  of  the  court. 

3-  A  judicial  sale  will  not  be  interfered  with,  when  the  party  seeking 
relief  has  been  guilty  of  laches  in  the- pursuit  of  his  remedy. 

^  Motion  denied  without  costs,  the  applicant  acting  in  behalf  of  minors. 


Oil  petition  to  set  aside  a  sheriff's  sale. 
Fanotta,  for  the  petitioner. 
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Runyoriy  for  purchaser,  contra,  cited  Parkkurat  v.  Cbry,  3 
Stockt,  234. 

The  Chancellor.  The  defendant  applies  to  set  aside  a 
sale  of  real  estate,  made  by  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Mor- 
ris, by  virtue  of  an  execution  issued  out  of  this  court. 

1.  The  first  ground  relied  upon  is,  that  the  sheriff,  by 
virtue  of  the  execution,  was  required  and  authorized  to  sell 
only  80  viuch  of  the  premises  as  was  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
amount  due  upon  the  execution :  whereas,  he  sold  the  whole 
premises  for  a  sum  far  exceeding  that  amount. 

Where  the  execution  commands  the  sheriff  to  sell  so  much 
of  the  premises  as  may  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  decree,  it 
imposes  no  different  duty  upon  the  officer  as  to  the  quantity 
of  land  to  be  sold,  than  if  it  had  commanded  him  to  raise  the 
sum  required  out  of  the  premises.  His  duty,  in  either 
event,  is  to  sell  only  so  much  of  the  premises  as  may  be 
necessary  to  satisfy  the  requirement  of  the  execution,  pro- 
vided such  portion  can  be  conveniently  and  reasonably  de- 
tached from  the  residue  of  the  property.  Tierymn  v.  WdsoUf 
6  Johns,  Ch.  B,  414 ;  Merwin  v.  Smith,  1  Greens  Ch.  R, 
196;  Coxe  v.  Hoisted,  Ibid,  311;  Parkhurst  v.  Cory,  3 
Stockt  233 ;  Groff  v.  Jones,  6  Wend,  522. 

2.  It  is  urged  that  the  execution  might  have  been  satisfied 
by  the  sale  of  a  part  of  the  premises,  without  prejudice  to 
the  remainder,  and  that  the  conduct  of  the  sheriff  in  making 
sale  of  the  whole  premises,  amounted  to  an  abuse  of  trust. 
The  premises  to  be  sold  consisted  of  a  small  farm  of  about 
thirty-eight  and  a  half  acres,  and  a  timber  lot  of  about 
eleven  acres  and  a  half,  separate  from  the  farm.  On  the 
day  of  sale,  the  defendant,  Alfred  Vanduyne,  requested  the 
sheriff  to  sell  the  wood  lot  and  about  eleven  acres  and  three 
quarters  of  the  farm  land,  leaving  twenty-six  acres  and 
three  quarters,  upon  which  are  all  the  buildings  on  the 

'  premises,  unsold.  The  allegation  of  the  defendant  is,  that 
the  land  thus  requested  to  be  sold  in  separate  parcels  would 
have  brought  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  executioQi 
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and  that  the  land  would  have  sold  more  advantageously  in 
parcels  than  in  the  mode  adopted  by  the  sheriff.     The  alle- 
gation is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence.    It  rests  exclusively 
upon  the  ex  parte  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  Alfred  Van- 
duyne,  unsupported  by  the  testimony  of  any  other  witness. 
He  says  that  he  would  himself  have  given  forty  dollars  per 
acre  for  the  lots  thus  designated  and  requested  to  be  sold, 
rather  than  that  they  should  have  been  sold  for  less ;  and 
that  other  persons  at  the  sale  told  him  that  they  would 
have  given  forty  dollars  per  acre  for  them  if  sold  sepa- 
rately.   He  does   not,  however,   state  that   he   would  pay 
that  price  upon  a  resale  of  the  property,  nor  does  he  pre- 
tend that  he,  or  that  any  other  person  at  the  sale^  inti- 
mated to  the  sheriff  his  willingness  to  purchase  at  the  price 
designated  in  his  affidavit.     The  sheriff,  on  the  other  hand, 
states,  that  when  the  request  was  made  to  sell  the  land 
in  parcels,  the  solicitor  of  the  complainant  objected,  on  the 
.-  ground  that  a  sale  in  that  mode  would  be  prejudicial  to  the 
interests  of  the  complainant.     That  he  thereupon  adjourned 
the  sale,  and  satisfied  himself  by  examination  and  inquiry 
that  the  property  would  be  injured  by  selling  it  in  the  mode 
proposed.     That  he  thereupon  sold  the  premises  together, 
believing,  as  he  still  believes,  that  method  of  sale  to  be  most 
for  the  interest  of  all  parties  interested  therein.     In  confirm- 
ation of  his  views,  the  sheriff  states  that  the  part  proposed 
to  be  separated  from  the  farm  was  remote  from  the  public 
road,  with  no  means  of  access  to  it  from  the  highway  except 
over  the  other  portion  of  the  tract,  which  he  properly  sup- 
posed he  had  no  authority  to  guaranty  to  the  purchaser.     I 
think  the  weight  of  the  testimony  is,  that  the  sheriff  exer- 
ci»ed  his  discretion  wisely,  and  that  the  premises  were  sold 
to  the  best  advantage.     But  if  the  fact  were  otherwise,  there 
18  clearly  no  ground  upon  which   this  court  can  interfere 
^ith  the  discretion  exercised  by  the  sheriff  in  making  the 
^le.    There  is  no  imputation  upon  his  integrity,  or  against 
the  feirness  of  the  sale.     It  is  difficult  to  resist  the  impres- 
sion created  by  the  evidence,  that  the  application  of  the  de- 
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fendant  was  prompted  rather  from  a  desire  to  delay  the  sale, 
than  from  any  well  founded  expectation  that  the  interest  of 
the  parties  interested  would  be  promoted  by  a  resale.  There 
is  another  ground  upon  which  this  sale  ought  not  to  be  in- 
terfered with.  The  sale  was  made  on  the  twenty-sixth  of 
January.  The  deed  was  to  have  been  delivered  on  the  ninth 
of  February.  No  intimation  was  given  at  the  time  of  sale 
that  the  sale  would  be  contested.  The  defendant  rested, 
without  taking  any  step,  until  there  was  barely  time  to  pro- 
cure an  order  of  the  court  to  restrain  the  delivery  of  the 
deed.  Meanwhile  the  purchaser  was  permitted  to  borrow 
money  and  make  all  his  arrangements  for  the  completion  of 
the  purchase.  No  notice  was  given  him  of  any  objection  to 
the  sale,  until  he  appeared  at  the  time  and  place  designated 
to  receive  his  title,  when  he  was  informed  that  the  sheriff 
was  restrained  from  delivering  the  deed.  He  is  not  then 
furnished  with  the  evidence  upon  which  his  right  to  receive 
a  title  for  the  premises  is  resisted,  nor  is  the  evidence  fur- 
nished until  too  late  for  the  purchaser  to  prepare  to  resist  the 
application  on  the  day  originally  designated  for  the  hearing. 
It  is  no  excuse  for  this  delay,  that  the  defendants'  counsel  was 
from  home.  He  might  have  been  corresponded  with,  or  other 
counsel  procured. 

The  purchaser  of  these  premises  has  acted  in  entire  good 
faith.  He  had  no  connection  with  the  parties,  or  with  the 
subject  matter  of  the  controversy  in  the  cause,  but  attended 
the  sale  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  a  farm  for  his  own 
occupation,  after  he  had  sold  his  own.  He  has  made  his  ar- 
rangements to  complete  the  purchase  and  take  immediate 
possession  of  the  farm.  As  a  measure  of  public  policy,  it  is 
of  the  utmost  importance  that  a  person  thus  purchasing  at  a 
sheriff's  sale  should  not  be  drawn  into  controversy,  or  have 
his  rights  as  a  purchaser  impugned  for  matters  over  which 
he  has  no  control,  and  for  which  he  is  in  no  wise  responsible, 
except  upon  the  most  cogent  necessity  for  the  protection  of 
the  rightfi  of  others.  If  purchasers  at  judicial  sales  come  to 
understand  that  they  purchase  with  the  hazard  of  litigation, 
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founded  on  an  error  of  judgment  or  a  mistaken  exercise  of 
discretion  by  the  sheriff,  it  will  unavoidably  tend  to  deter 
persons  from  bidding,  and  operate  detrimentally  upon  the 
rights  of  all  parties  interested. 

A  strooger  case  would  have  been  presented  for  the  inter- 
ference of  the  court,  if  the  complainant  had  had  no  interest 
in  the  premises  after  the  satisfaction  of  the  execution.  But 
they  are  charged  with  her  support  and  maintenance  during 
life.  Another  year's  annuity  is  already  due.  If  a  portion 
of  the  premises  had  been  sold,  as  proposed  by  the  defendant, 
and  had  proved  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  amount  due  on  the 
execution,  the  residue  of  the  premises  must  have  been  again 
advertised,  and  the  expense  of  another  sale  incurred  to  meet 
the  accruing  claims  of  the  complainant.  The  complainant 
was  interested,  as  well  as  the  defendants,  in  having  the  sale 
made  in  the  most  advantageous  manner.  In  every  aspect  of 
the  case,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  sale  was  fairly  made,  in  the 
manner  most  for  the  interest  of  all  parties  concerned. 

The  application  must  be  denied,  the  rule  to  show  cause  be 
discharged,  and  the  sheriff  directed  forthwith  to  deliver  the 
deed  to  the  purchaser  on  his  complying  with  the  terms  of 
sale.  As  the  defendant  represents  the  interests  of  minors, 
the  order  is  made  without  costs  to  either  party  as  against 
the  other. 


William  L.  Johnson  and  George  G.  Johnson,  partners, 
.    Ac,  vs.  Kebboca  Cummins  and  George  Cummins. 

L  In  the  absence  of  any  tnut  deed  or  settlement,  defining  and  limiting 
the  mode  in  which  a  separate  estate  shall  be  charged  by  the  wife,  equity 
will  charge  it,  while  she  lives  apart  from  her  husband,  with  debts  contracted 
by  her  for  Her  own  benefit,  without  any  express  appropriation  by  the  wife, 
of  the  estate  or  any  part  of  it,  to  the  payment  of  the  debt. 

2.  The  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  is  subject  in  equity  to  the 
payment  of  debts  contracted  in  reference  to,  and  upon  the  faith  md  credit 
oftheesUte. 

Vol.  I.  I 
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8.  Where  a  married  woman  lives  apart  from  her  husband,  and  having  a 
separate  estate,  contracts  debts,  the  court  will  impute  to  her  the  intention 
of  dealing  with  her  separate  ettate,  unless  the  contrary  is  shown. 

4.  It  is  no  defence  to  a  claim  upon  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  that 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  created  by  the  statute  {Nix.  Dig.  503,  {  1,) 
is  a  Ugal  estate,  and  that  the  enforcement  of  the  claim  in  this  aspect,  is  not 
properly  within  the  cognizance  of  a  court  of  equity. 

5.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  over  the  separate  estate  of  a  mar- 
ried woman  rests  not  merely  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  an  equitable  estate, 
but  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  her  separate  estate,  which  is  equitably  sub- 
ject to  contracts  and  engagements  entered  into  by  her,  which  are  not 
legally  binding  upon  her  personally,  and  which  can  not  be  enforced  at  law. 

6.  Nor  is  it  material,  whether  the  estate  is  vested  in  a  trustee,  the  inter- 
est of  the  wife  being  merely  equitable,  or  directly  in  her,  so  that  she  has 
both  the  legal  and  equitable  interest. 

7.  The  statute  (act  of  1852,  for  the  better  securing  of  the  property  of 
married  women,)  does  not  impair  the  right  of  the  husband  to  an  estate  by 
curtesy  in  the  separate  property  of  the  wife. 

8.  Nor,  as  it  seems,  does  the  act  take  away  the  husband's  right  to  ad- 
minister npon,  and  to  take  as  his  own,  the  personal  property  of  the  de- 
ceased wife,  where  she  dies  intestate. 


The  complainants'  bill  charges,  that  on  the  first  of  May, 
1860,  Rebecca  Cummins  was  indebted  to  the  complainants, 
who  are  engaged  in  mercantile  business  under  the  partner- 
ship name  of  W.  L.  &  G.  W.  Johnson,  in  the  sum  of  $108.94, 
which  indebtedness  was  contracted  by  the  said  Rebecca  for 
merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  her,  between  the  first  of 
March,  1854,  and  the  first  of  May,  1860,  with  interest  thereon. 
The  said  Rebecca,  in  the  year  1826,  was  married  to  George 
Cummins,  and  is  still  his  wife,  but  for  eight  years  last  past 
she  has  been  living  separate  from  her  husband.  Prior  to  the 
first  of  April,  1851,  she  was  possessed  of  considerable  estate, 
of  about  the  value  of  $5000,  as  of  her  own  separate  property, 
and  with  such  property  about  the  first  of  April,  1851,  she 
purchased  a  farm,  containing  one  hundred  and  ^fourteen 
acres,  for  the  sum  of  $3438.30,  and  took  a  conveyance  there- 
for, in  the  name  of  Henry  Vreeland,  in  trust  for  herself. 
About  the  fifth  of  February,  1852,  the  said  Vreeland  exe- 
cuted under  his  hand  and  seal  a  declaration  of  trust,  wherein 
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he  declared  that  the  said  lands  were  purchased  with  the 
separate  property  of  the  said  Rebecca,  and  that  he  held  the 
same  under  the  said  conveyance  in  trust  for  her,  as  her 
separate  property.  About  the  ninth  of  March,  1855,  Vree- 
land,  by  the  direction  of  the  said  Rebecca,  conveyed  his  legal 
estate  in  the  lands  to  John  Green,  and  was  discharged  from 
his  trusteeship.  On  the  twenty-third  of  April,  1855,  the 
said  Rebecca,  in  her  own  name,  without  joining  with  her 
husband,  she  then  being  separated  from  him,  conveyed  her 
estate  in  the  said  lands  to  the  said  John  Green,  for  the  sum 
of  $4641.70,  and  received  the  said  consideration  money  for 
her  own  separate  use.  About  the  twenty-fourth  of  November, 
1855,  Green  conveyed  the  said  land  to  Amos  Swayze,  for 
$5000,  and  about  the  first  of  March,  1858,  Swayze  conveyed 
the  land  to  the  said  Rebecca  in  her  own  name,  her  husband 
not  being  named  in  the  deed,  for  the  consideration  of  $5350. 
The  said  Rebecca  is  still  the  owner  of  said  land  as  her  separate 
estate,  which  is  worth  the  sum  of  $5350,  and  encumbered 
only  to  the  amount  of  $350,  by  a  mortgage  given  by  the 
said  Rebecca  in  her  own  name  to  one  James  K.  Swayze. 

Since  the  year  1851,  the  said  Rebecca  has,  with  her  separate 
estate,  always  transacted  business  in  her  own  name,  and 
since  her  separation  from  her  husband,  she  has  conducted 
the  farming  business  in  her  own  name,  and  for  her  own 
separate  use  and  benefit;  buying,  selling,  and  trafiScking  in 
her  own  name,  giving  bonds,  mortgages,  and  promissory 
notes,  as  a  feme  sole,  and  transacting  business  generally  as 
an  unmarried  woman.  Since  April  1st,  1858,  she  has  lived 
upon,  and  carried  on  the  business  of  the  farm  in  her  own 
name,  and  for  her  own  separate  use,  and  is  possessed  of  con- 
siderable personal  property  upon  the  said  farm,  which  she 
holds  in  her  own  name,  with  which  the  farm  is  worked  and 
cultivated.  The  debt  of  the  said  Rebecca  to  the  complain- 
ants was  contracted  for  goods,  clothing,  flour,  groceries,  and 
other  necessaries  sold  to  her  upon  her  own  credit  by  com- 
plainants oat  of  their  store,  and  were  such  articles  as  were 
necessary  for  herself  and  family,  and  the  business  of  the 
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farm,  and  were  purchased  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate 
estate,  and  were  consumed  and  enjoyed  by  her  in  the  main- 
tenance and  support  of  herself,  and  carrying  on  the  farm  for 
her  own  use  and  benefit,  and  were  sold  by  the  complainants 
to  the  said  Rebecca  entirely  upon  the  credit  of  her  separate 
estate,  and  solely  upon  the  faith  of  her  own  responsibility. 

Her  husband,  the  said  George  Cummins,  is  now  and  has  for 
some  years  been  insolvent,  and  the  owner  of  no  property. 
For  the  last  eight  years  he  has  not  lived  with  his  wife,  nor 
exercised  any  control  over  her  aflFairs,  and  the  complainants' 
debt  cannot  be  collected  from  him.  On  the  first  of  May, 
1860,  the  said  Rebecca  gave  to  the  complainants  her  note, 
with  her  son,  Morris  G.  Cummins,  as  security,  whereby  she 
promised  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  $108.94  to  the  complainants 
or  bearer.  At  the  time  the  said  note  was  given,  the  said 
Morris  G.  Cummins  resided  with  his  mother,  and  still  resides 
with  her :  he  then  was,  and  still  is,  a  man  of  no  property, 
and  unable  to  pay  the  debt.  The  said  note  was  not  taken  in 
[fetisfaction  of  the  debt,  or  upon  the  responsibility  of  the  said 
Morris,  but  upon  the  credit  of  the  said  Rebecca  and  her 
separate  estate.  On  the  seventeenth  of  July,  1862,  the  com- 
plainants instituted  a  suit  at  law  for  the  collection  of  the 
said  note,  against  the  said  Rebecca  and  Morris  G.  Cummins, 
to  which  the  defendant  filed  her  plea,  alleging  her  coverture 
with  the  said  George  Cummins  in  bar  of  any  recovery  against 
her  in  the  said  suit,  and  alleging  no  other  defence  thereto ; 
whereby  the  complainants  were  compelled  to  abandon  their 
suit,  and  being  without  remedy  at  law,  are  compelled  to 
resort  to  equity  for  relief. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  for  a  discovery  touching  the  de- 
fendant s  separate  estate,  that  an  account  may  be  taken 
thereof,  and  of  the  complainants'  debt  with  interest,  and  that 
the  same  may  be  charged  upon  the  separate  estate  of  the 
said  Rebecca,  and  the  payment  thereof  decreed  to  be  made 
out  of  the  said  separate  estate,  and  that  a  sale  of  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  said  debt,  may  be 
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made  by  the  decree,  and  under  the  direction  of  this  court. 
To  this  bill  there  is  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity. 

/.  Jf.  Robeson,  for  Rebecca  Cummins,  in  support  of  the 
demurrer. 

The  demurrant  is  possessed  of  no  separate  estate.  All  the 
property  she  held  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  was  real  estate 
in  fee,  and  personal  estate  held  by  herself  as  a  feme  sole,  as 
general  property,  and  not  specially  for  her  own  use  and 
benefit. 

There  is  no  case  where  the  wife's  general  property  has 
been  held  liable  for  her  debts,  while  the  husband  was  living. 
The  husband,  at  common  law,  was  bound  to  take  care  of 
his  wife  and  children. 

As  to  the  real  estate,  bill  shows  it  is  not  separate  estate. 
Nothing  but  the  act  of  1852  keeps  the  husband  from  the  en- 
joyment of  it.  She  could  only  divest  herself  of  it  by  joining 
in  a  deed  with  her  husband.  That  act  does  not  convert  the 
legal  estate  of  the  wife  into  an  equitable  estate. 

Under  the  act  of  24th  March,  1862,  {Pamph.  271)  the  com- 
plainant has  adequate  remedy  at  law.  Prior  to  that  act  the 
wife  could  not  have  bound  either  herself  or  her  husband,  or 
charged  the  estate. 

The  bill  does  not  set  out  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
wife's  estate  with  sufiScient  certainty. 

Mr.  Eoheson  cited  2  Kent  145 ;  4  Ibid,  202 ;  Leayeraft 
V.  Hedden,  3  Greens  Ch,  iJ.  512;  Young  v.  PauLj  2  Stockt. 
401. 

Depue,  for  the  complainants,  contra. 

As  to  remedy  at  law.  The  act  of  1862  does  not  exclude 
jurisdiction  of  this  court.  It  was  intended  to  give  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  to  courts  of  law.  Again,  it  was  only  in- 
tended to  apply  where  parties  are  living  together,  not  where 
living  apart. 

As  to  uncertainty  of  bill.  It  was  not  necessary  to  make 
more  specific  charges  than  we  have  done.  Wheaion  v.  PhU- 
lips,  1  Beas.  221. 

I* 
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There  are  two  classes  of  authorities.  In  the  first,  the 
distinction  is  chiefly  in  regard  to  the  evidence  where  the  wife 
is  living  separate,  and  where  with  her  husband.  Where  she 
is  living  separate,  the  intent  to  bind  the  estate  will  be  pre* 
sumed  from  the  fact  of  contracting  the  debt.  Where  she  is 
living  with  her  husband,  the  intent  must  he  proved.  In  the 
second  class,  the  distinction  lies  in  the  character  of  the  estate. 
Where  lands  are  charged,  it  must  be  in  writing ;  where  per- 
sonalty, it  may  be  by  parol. 

The  wife's  separate  estate  will  be  bound  by  contracts 
which  do  not  refer  to,  or  mention  it.  Huline  v.  Tenant^  1 
Bro.  Ch.  R.  16. 

Equity  will  enforce  against  the  separate  estate,  those  debts 
which  it  is  equitable  and  just  to  enforce.  Johnson  v.  Galla- 
gfier,  7  Jur.  K  S.  273;  2  Story's  JSq.  Jur,,  §  J 401,  a;  CoU- 
man  v.  Wooley's  ExW,  10  B.  Mon,  320. 

As  to  relief.  Wheaton  v.  Phillips,  1  Beas,  221 ;  Dicker- 
man  V.  Abrahams,  21  Barb.  551. 

As  to  form  of  decree.  Stuart  v.  Kirkwall^  3  Mad,  387 ; 
Francis  v.  Wigzell,  1  Ibid,  145 ;  Owens  v.  Dickenson,  1  Oraig 
^  Ph,  48 ;  N,  A,  Coal  Co,  v.  Dyett,  7  Paige  Ch,  R,  1 ;  Gard- 
ners, Gardner,  Ibid,  112;  Ewing  v.  Smith,  3  Dess,  417. 

Mr,  Depue  further  cited  1  White  4"  Tudor  s  Lead.  Cases 
333 ;  Murray  v.  Barlee,  3  Mylne  ^  K,  209 ;  Corbett  v.  Pod- 
nitz,  1  T,  R,  5;  Bell  on  Husband  and  Wife  513,  516,  and 
cases  there  collected ;  BuUpin  v.  Clark,  17  Vesey  365 ;  TuL- 
lett  V.  Armstrong,  4  Beav.  319;  Jarman  v.  WUkerson,  7  B. 
Mon.  293 ;  Curtis  v.  EngU,  2  Sandf,  Ch,  R.  287 ;  Gardner 
V.  Gardner,  22  Wend,  526 ;  Colvin  v.  Currier,  22  Barb,  387 ; 
BiUings  v.  Baker,  28  Barb.  343. 

• 

The  Chancellor.  The  design  of  the  bill  is  to  charge 
certain  real  estate  in  the  posse^dion  and  enjoyment  of  the 
wife,  with  a  debt  contracted  by  her  for  the  benefit  of  the  es- 
tate, and  for  the  support  of  herself  and  her  family  while 
living  separate  from  her  husband. 

It  is  urged,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  that  the  wife  had 
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no  separate  property  in  the  estate  in  question,  but  that  it 
was  subject  to  the  marital  rights  of  her  husband.  The  clear 
allegation  of  the  bill  is  that  she  was  possessed,  as  of  her  own 
separate  property,  of  an  estate  of  about  the  value  of  $5000, 
with  a  part  of  which  she  purchased  the  farm  in  question, 
and  took  a  conveyance  thereof  in  trust  for  herself;  that  the 
trustee,  by  a  declaration  of  trust  executed  under  his  hand 
and  seal,  declared  that  the  land  was  purchased  with  the 
separate  property  of  the  wife,  and  that  he  held  the  same 
under  the  said  conveyance,  in  trust  for  her  as  her  separate 
property.  The  bill  further  alleges,  that  the  land  was  subse- 
quently, and  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1852, 
"  for  the  better  securing  the  property  of  married  women,"  con- 
veyed to  the  wife,  the  husband  not  being  named  in  the  deed ; 
that  the  wife  is  still  the  owner  of  the  said  land  as  her  sepa- 
rate estate ;  that  since  the  first  of  April,  1858,  soon  after 
the  title  was  conveyed  to  her,  she  has  lived  upon,  and 
carried  on  the  business  of  the  farm  in  her  own  name,  and 
for  her  own  separate  use ;  and  that  she  is  possessed  of  con- 
siderable personal  property  upon  the  said  farm,  which  she 
holds  in  her  own  name,  and  with  which  the  same  is  worked 
and  cultivated. 

The  demurrer  necessarily  admits  the  truth  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  bill,  so  far  as  they  are  relevant  and  well 
pleaded,  although  it  does  not  admit  the  conclusions  of  law 
drawn  therefrom. 

The  objection  of  the  demurrant  is,  that  the  estate  origi- 
nally conferred  on  the  wife  was  not  given  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use,  so  as  to  defeat  the  marital  rights  of  the  hus- 
band ;  and  that  the  vesting  of  the  property  by  the  wife  for 
lier  separate  use,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  husband, 
Vas  illegal  and  void.  But  how  is  that  to  be  decided,  upon 
the  present  state  of  the  pleadings,  in  the  face  of  the  aver- 
ments contained  in  the  bill  and  admitted  by  the  demurrer  ? 
If  the  original  gift  of  the  estate  to  the  wife  was  insufficient 
in  law  to  defeat  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband,  and  the 
trost  created  for  the  use  of  the  wife  was  without  the  consent 


104  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Johniton  v,  CDmmins. 

or  concurrence  of  the  husband,  and  those  facts  are  intended 
to  be  relied  on  as  a  defence  to  the  complainants'  claim,  they 
should  be  distinctly  averred  in  pleading. 

This  objection,  it  will  be  observed,  is  not  raised  by  the 
husband  for  the  protection  of  his  rights.  He  was  made  a 
defendant  to  the  suit,  but  permitted  the  bill  as  against  him- 
self to  be  taken  as  confessed.  The  wife,  by  leave  of  the 
court,  defends  alone.  It  is  admitted  that  she  has  treated 
this  property  as  her  separate  estate ;  that  she  has  used,  occu- 
pied, and  enjoyed  it  as  such ;  that  she  has  gained  credit  upon 
the  faith  of  her  sole  and  separate  ownership,  and  that  the 
debt  of  the  complainants  was  incurred  for  the  benefit  of  that 
estate,  and  for  her  separate  maintenance.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, the  plea  from  the  lips  of  the  wife  after  a  divorce 
from  her  husband,  that  the  original  creation  of  the  separate 
estate  was  invalid,  and  that  she  had  no  title  to  the  estate  as 
against  her  husband,  does  not  commend  itself  to  the  favor- 
able consideration  of  a  court  of  equity.  If  there  be  such 
defence,  it  should  at  least  be  distinctly  averred  and  clearly 
proved. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  present  inquiry,  it  must  be  as- 
sumed that  the  wife  had  a  separate  estate,  which  she  might 
lawfully  charge  with  debts  created  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate,  or  for  her  own  support  and  benefit. 

In  the  absence  of  any  trust  deed  or  settlement,  defining 
and  limiting  the  mode  in  which  the  estate  shall  be  charged 
by  the  wife,  equity  will  charge  the  separate  estate  of  the 
wife,  while  living  apart  from  her  husband,  with  debts  con- 
tracted by  her  for  her  own  benefit,  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate,  without  any  express  appropriation  by  the  wife,  of  the 
estate,  or  any  part  of  it,  to  the  payment  of  the  debt. 

The  general  principle  is,  that  a  married  woman  is  enabled 
in  equity  to  contract  debts  in  regard  to  her  separate  estate, 
and  that  the  estate  will  be  subject  in  equity  to  the  payment 
of  such  debts.  In  order  to  bind  the  separate  estate,  it  must 
appear  that  the  engagement  was  made  in  reference  to,  and 
upon  the  fiuth  and  credit  of  the  eatata.    But  where  a  mar* 
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ried  woman  living  apaxt  from  her  husband,  and  having  a 
separate  estate,  contracts  debts,  the  court  will  impute  to  her 
the  intention  of  dealing  with  her  separate  estate,  unless  the 
contrary  is  shown.  Owens  v.  Dickenson,  1  Oraig  4"  ^^-  48 ; 
2  Story's  JEq.  Jut.,  §  1401,  §  1401  a;  I  Lead.  Cases  in  Eq.  406. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill  bring  the  case  within  the  well 
settled  principles  upon  which  equity  administers  relief  in  re- 
gard to  the  separate  estates  of  married  women. 

The  bill  further  alleges,  that  after  the  passage  of  the  act 
of  1852  the  estate  was  conveyed  te  the  wife,  and  that  since 
that  time  she  has  resided  upon  the  estate,  separate  from  her 
husband,  and  has  carried  on  business  in  her  own  name  and 
on  her  own  account ;  and  that  during  that  period,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  estate,  a  part  of  this  debt  was  created. 
To  this  part  of  the  claim  it  is  objected,  that  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife  created  by  the  statute  is  a  legal  estate,  and 
that  the  enforcement  of  the  claim  in  this  aspect  is  not  the 
proper  subject  of  the  cognizance  of  a  court  of  equity.  This 
objection  was  directly  met  and  overruled  by  the  Chancellor 
in  Wkeaton  v.  Fhillips,  1  Beas.  221. 

The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  over  the  subject, 
does  not  rest  upon  the  ground  that  the  estate  of  the  wife  is 
an  equitable  estate  merely,  but  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
her  separate  estate,  which  is  equitably  subject  te  contracts 
and  engagements  entered  into  by  her,  which  are  not  legally 
binding  upon  her  personally,  and  which  cannot  be  enforced 
at  law.  Whether  the  estate  of  the  wife  is  vested  in  a  trustee, 
her  interest  being  merely  equitable,  or  whether  the  estate  is 
vested  directly  in  her,  so  that  she  has  both  the  legal  and 
equitable  interest,  is  immaterial.  By  operation  of  the  statute, 
she  holds  the  land  during  her  coverture  as  her  separate  es- 
tate, for  her  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  free  from  the 
control,  debts,  or  engagements  of  her  husband,  and  exempt 
also  from  the  claims  ot  his  creditors.  It  is  as  much  chargeable 
in  equity  with  her  engagements  as  any  other  property 
which  she  may  hold  to  her  separate  use.  The  statute  has 
created  an  interest  which  before  could  only  have  been  created 
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by  a  declaration  of  trust ;  but  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  re- 
lation to  the  property,  and  to  the  equitable  claims  of  creditors 
against  it,  are  not  essentially  diflFerent  from  those  which 
subsist  in  relation  to  her  separate  estate,  when  created  by 
settlement  or  deed  of  trust.  It  is  declared  by  the  statute  to 
be  her  sole  and  separate  property  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole. 
The  only  diflPerence  is,  that  being  a  feme  covert,  she  cannot, 
as  a  feme  sole,  make  a  valid  contract  touching  the  property, 
which  can  be  enforced  at  law.  Equity,  therefore,  applies 
the  remedy  by  appropriating  the  property  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  debt.  Nor  is  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  over  the  sub- 
ject, affected  by  the  fact  that  the  legislature  has  given  con- 
current jurisdiction  to  the  courts  of  law.  If,  then,  the 
complainant's  case  is  within  the  operation  of  the  act  of  March 
24th,  1862,  Famph.  L,  271,  which  may  well  be  doubted,  it 
cannot  aflPect  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  or  the  complainants' 
title  to  relief  in  equity. 

A  question  was  raised  upon  the  argument,  as  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  wife's  interest  in  the  property  that  can  be  reached 
or  affected  by  the  decree  of  the  court,  under  the  case  pre- 
sented by  the  bill.  The  determination  of  that  point  is  in  no 
wise  essential  to  the  decision  of  the  question  now  under  con- 
sideration, but  it  is  proper  to  state  that  an  intimation  of 
opinion  then  made  by  the  court  was  not  well  founded. 

The  design  of  the  statute,  Nix,  Dig,  603,  §  3,  as  plainly 
evinced,  was  to  protect  the  estate  of  the  wife  in  lands  granted 
to  her  during  coverture,  from  the  power  of  the  husband,  and 
from  the  claims  of  his  creditors.  It  declares  that  she  shall 
hold  the  property  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  that  it 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband,  nor  be 
liable  for  his  debts.  The  language  of  the  statute  may  have 
full  effect  without  at  all  impairing  the  right  of  the  husband 
to  an  estate  by  curtesy.  The  better  opinion  therefore  is, 
that  the  estate  remains  in  the  husband  unaffected  by  the 
statute.  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  clearly  expressed 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Vredenburgh,  and  seems  to  be  the  ne- 
cessary result  of  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice  in  Naylor 
v.  Field,  5  Ihitchcr  287;  Boss  v.  Adams,  4  Dutcker  160. 
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A  contrary  opinion  was  held  upon  the  construction  of  a 
statute  of  the  state  of  New  York,  nearly  identical  with  our 
own,  in  Billings  v.  Baker,  28  Barb.  343.  But  the  decided 
weight  of  authority  in  that  state  is  adverse  to  the  decision 
in  Billings  v.  Baker,  and  in  accordance  with  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  state.  JEurd  v.  Gass^ 
9  Barb,  366 ;  Smith  v.  Colvin,  17  Barb.  157 ;  Clark  v.  Clark, 
24  Barb,  581 ;  VaUance  v.  Bausc^,  28  Barb.  633 ;  WiUard 
on  Real  Estate  59. 

And  it  seems  to  be  settled,  that  the  act  does  not  take  away 
the  husband's  right  to  administer  upon,  and  to  take  as  his  own 
the  personal  property  of  the  deceased  wife  where  she  dies 
intestate.  Shumway  v.  Cooper,  16  Barb.  556 ;  VaUance  v. 
Bausch,  28  Barb.  633 ;  MoCosker  v.  Golden,  1  Bradf.  64 ; 
Weatvervelt  v.  Gregg,  2  -ffe?*n.  202 ;  Ransom  v.  Nichols,  22 
New  York  110. 

The  cases  upon  the  subject,  both  in  respect  to  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  wife,  will  be  found  collected  in  1 
WhittaJcer's  Brae.  {ed.  1863)  177. 

The  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 


Susan  Winship  vs.  George  Winship. 

1.  A  citizen  of  another  state,  bringing  his  effects  into  this,  to  establish  a 
residence  here,  with  the  manifest  inteut  of  procuring  a  divorce,  and 
immediately  commencing  a  suit  for  that  purpose,  is  not  an  inhabitant  or  a 
resident  of  this  state,  within  the  meaning  of  "the  act  concerning  divorces." 
(Atx.  Dig.  223,  {  1.) 

2.  Under  such  circumstances,  this  court  will  not  maintain  jurisdiction 
of  a  suit  for  divorce,  though  the  charge  of  adultery  be  clearly  proved 
gainst  the  defendant. 

Slaight,  for  complainant. 

Gilchrist,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellob.    The  bill  is  filed  for  divorce,  on  the 
ground  of  adultery.    The  guilt  of  the  defendant  is  clearly 
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proved.  The  complainant  admits,  in  her  evidence,  that  she 
was  living  with  the  defendant  in  a  state  of  adultery  for  two 
years  prior  to,  and  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and  the 
evidence  is  quite  satisfiictory,  that  after  her  marriage  she 
was  guilty  of  adultery  with  a  companion  of  her  husband. 
The  latter  offence  is  claimed  to  have  been  condoned. 

The  husband  admits,  that  since  the  discovery  of  his  wife's 
adultery,  he  has  been  living  in  a  state  of  adultery  with 
another  woman,  but  alleges  that  he  did  so  with  his  wife's 
consent.  I  refer  to  these  facts  as  showing  that  the  case,  as 
disclosed,  does  not  commend  itself  to  the  favorable  conside- 
ration of  the  court.  It  is  apparent  that  the  marriage 
relation  was  entered  into  by  the  parties  as  a  mere  matter  of 
convenience,  and  is  sought  to  be  dissolved  from  no  higher 
motive.  The  answer  alleges  that  the  bill  was  filed  by  col- 
lusion ;  the  husband  suggesting  the  course  to  be  pursued, 
and  agreeing  not  to  make  any  opposition.  He  opposes  the 
divorce,  not  because  he  has  any  objection  to  being  dis- 
charged from  his  marital  obligations,  but  because,  as  he 
insists,  the  wife  is  attempting,  contrary  to  their  agreement, 
to  subject  him  to  the  costs  of  the  proceeding.  The  wife 
qualifies,  without  denying  the  substance  of  the  charge  of 
collusion  to  obtain  the  divorce.  It  is  apparent  from  the 
evidence,  that  both  before  and  since  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the 
parties  have  had  interviews  with  each  other  on  the  subject 
of  the  divorce.  The  conduct  of  the  parties  has  been  such  as 
naturally  to  arouse  suspicion,  and  justify  extreme  vigilance 
on  the  part  of  the  court  in  guarding  against  gross  imposition. 

If  there  were  no  other  ground  of  objection,  I  should  have 
felt  very  reluctant,  in  a  case  characterized  by  such  repulsive 
features,  to  interfere  for  the  relief  of  either  of  the  parties. 

But  there  is,  in  my  judgment,  another  and  more  decisive 
ground  against  granting  relief.  The  parties  are  neither  of 
them  citizens  of  this  state.  They  are  citizens  of  the  state 
of  New  York.  They  were  married  in  that  state.  They  have 
had  their  home  there  since  the  marriage.  The  husband  tes- 
tifies that  he  has  never  been  a  citizen  of  this  state.    At  the 
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time  the  bill  was  filed  he  lived  in  the  city  of  New  York,  but 
worked  for  his  brother  in  the  city  of  Hudson.     In  the  early 
part  of  April,  1862,  shortly  before  the  bill  was  filed,  the 
woman,  with  whom  the  adultery  is  charged  to  have  been 
cx)mmitted,  kept  house  in  the  city  of  Hudson,  and  the  de- 
fendant sometimes  slept  there.    When  the  wife  received  this 
intelligence  she  was  living  in  the  city  of  New  York.     The 
wife  states  that  when  she  commenced  this  suit  she  was  living 
in  Jersey  City,  but  she  had  left  her  trunk  at  a  friend's  in 
New  York.    She  subsequently  says :  "  When  I  first  heard  of  it 
my  trunk  was  at  Mrs.  Lewis',  and  I  had  it  brought  over  here 
right  away,  and  before  I  commenced  this  suit."     Is  it  pos- 
sible for  evidence  to  disclose  more  clearly  the  animus  with 
which  a  residence  in  New  Jersey  was  chosen  ?     Admit  that 
the  complainant,  with  her  trunk,  reached  her  lodgings  in 
Jersey  City  a  day  or  a  week  before  the  bill  was  filed,  does 
that  constitute  a  residence  in  this  state  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  the  legislature  ?     I  do  not  think  that  she  was 
either  an  inhabitant  or  a  resident  of  this  state  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  concerning  divorces.     The  legislature 
did  not  intend  to  invite  the  commission  of  lewdness  within 
the  state,  nor  to  hold  out  inducements  to  the  citizens  of 
other  states  to  abandon  the  appropriate  forum  for  the  adju- 
dication of  their  wrongs  and  seek  redress  in  our  courts.     I 
cannot  believe  that  they  designed  to  subject  the  soil  of  the 
state  to  such  pollution,  or  her  courts  of  judicature  to  such 
degradation.     I  know  that  the  language  of  the  statute  is 
very  broad,  and  may,  in  its  terms,  embrace  the  case  now 
under  consideration.     But  I  nevertheless   think   that  the 
legislature  were  legislating  for  the  citizens  of  this  state,  not 
for  others.     The  subject  is  one  of  grave  importance,  and  is 
daily  assuming  a  more  serious  aspect.    At  this  hour,  a  large 
proportion  of  the  divorces  asked   for  in  this  court  is  by 
citizens  of  other  states,  who  come  into  this  state  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  obtaining  a  divorce,  and  often  in  evasion  of 
their  own  laws.     There  is  too  much  reason  to  apprehend 
collusion  of  parties  in  actions  of  divorce,  in  regard  to  the 
Vol.  I.  K 


110  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Benson  v.  Wolverton. 

eetablishment  of  a  domicil,  as  well  as  with  respect  to  the  pro- 
cedure. Conflict  of  jurisdiction,  injury  to  morals,  reproach 
to  our  law,  oppression  and  fraud,  as  well  as  obloquy  to  the 
judicature  which  must  administer  the  law,  are  the  evident 
consequences  which  must  follow  from  the  influx  of  parties 
from  other  states  to  obtain  a  dissolution  of  marriage  here,  in 
opposition  to  the  rule  of  their  own  law. 
The  bill  is  dismissed. 


Cornelius  Benson  vs.  Dennis  Wolverton. 

1.  The  rule,  irrespective  of  the  statute,  is  that  where  a  sole  plaintiff  or 
defendant  dies  before  decree,  the  suit  cannot  be  revived  at  the  instance  of 
the  defendant,  or  of  his  legal  representative. 

2.  The  statute  has  not  altered  the  practice,  except  by  providing  a  more 
expeditious  mode  of  proceeding  by  order,  instead  of  resorting  to  a  bill  of 
revivor. 

3.  No  costs  are  given,  either  under  the  statute,  or  by  practice  irrespective 
of  the  statute,  if  the  complainant,  or  his  representative,  elect  not  to  proceed. 

4.  Where  a  sole  plaintiff  or  defendant  dies  after  the  final  argument,  but 
before  decree,  the  court  may  order  the  decree  to  be  signed  as  of  a  date  prior 
to  the  death  of  the  party. 

5.  Where  a  sole  plaintiff  or  defendant  dies  after  decree,  either  party  may 
revive  the  suit 


On  motion  by  the  defendant,  for  an  order  to  revive  suit  on 
the  death  of  a  sole  complainant.  The  bill  had  been  dis- 
missed. 

Titsworth,  for  the  motion. 

/.  W.  Taylor,  contra. 

The  Chancellor.  By  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  pre- 
vent the  abatement  of  suits,  Nix.  Dig.  1,  where  a  sole  plain- 
tifl'or  defendant  dies  before  decree,  the  suit  cannot  be  revived 
at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  or  of  his  legal  representa- 
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lives.  Where  a  sole  plaintiflFdies,  his  lawful  representative,  or 
any  person  interested  by  the  death  of  such  plaintiff,  may 
cause  himself  to  be  made  complainant  in  the  suit.  Where  a 
sole  defendant  dies,  the  plaintiff  may  cause  the  legal  represen- 
tatives of  such  defendant,  or  any  person  who  has  become  in- 
terested by  his  death,  to  be  substituted  as  defendant,  unless 
he  signify  his  disclaimer  to  the  matter  in  controversy.  Nix. 
1%.  3,§6,7. 

And  if  the  legal  representative  of  the  deceased  plaintiff, 
or  other  person  becoming  interested  by  his  death,  will  not 
cause  himself  to  be  made  complainant  in  the  room  of  the  de- 
ceased plaintiff;  or  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  defendant,  if 
the  plaintiff  will  not  make  the  legal  representative  of  the  de- 
ceased defendant,  or  other  person  who  may  have  become  in- 
terested by  his  death,  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  cause  the  suit 
to  stand  revived  vrithin  such  time  as  the  court  shall  limit 
and  appoint  for  that  purpose,  the  suit  shall  be  considered  at 
an  end,  and  shall  not  be  revived  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  act.     Nix,  Dig.  3,  §  8. 

In  either  event,  the  suit  will  not  be  revived  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendant,  or  of  his  representatives.  The  rule  is  the 
same,  irrespective  of  the  statute.  2  DanielTs  Ch.  Pr.  954 ; 
3  Ibid.  1700,  1701. 

The  statute  has  not  altered  the  practice  except  by  provi- 
ding a  more  expeditious  mode  of  proceeding,  by  substituting 
new  parties  and  continuing  the  suit  by  order,  instead  of  re- 
sorting to  a  bill  of  revivor.  Adamaon  v.  HaUy  1  Turner  (^ 
Ru88.  258;  Porter  v.  Cox,  5  Madd.  80;  1  Smith's  Ch.  Pr. 
614;  2  DanieWa  Ch.  Pr.  954;  3  Ibid.  1701. 

Neither  under  the  statute,  nor  by  the  practice  irrespective 
of  the  statute,  are  costs  given  if  the  complainant,  or  his  repre- 
sentative, elect  not  to  proceed. 

But  where  a  complainant  or  defendant  dies  after  the  final 
argument,  but  before  decree,  the  court  may  order  the  decree 
to  be  signed  as  of  a  date  prior  to  the  death  of  the  party.  2 
-Rncter'*  Excheq.  Prac.  169 ;  Davies  v.  Daviea,  9  Veset/  461 ; 
^mpbeU  V.  Meaier,  4  Johns.  Ch.  R.  842 ;  Vro(nn  v.  Ditmaa, 
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5  Faige  628 ;  2  DanielTs  Ch.  Fr.  1219,  and  note  1 ;  2  Mad. 
Ch.  Fr.  529  (ed.  1822). 

And  although  the  rule  is  strict  that  before  decree  a  suit 
cannot  be  revived  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  it  is  other- 
wise after  a  decree ;  for  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  then 
ascertained.  Plaintiffs  and  defendants  are  equally  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  decree,  and  either  has  a  right  to  revive 
it.  3  DanielVs  Ch,  Fr.  1702;  Story's  Eq.  Fl,  §  372;  Feer 
v.  Cooker ow^  2  Beas.  136. 

Whether  a  suit  will  be  revived  after  a  decree  of  dismissal, 
or  for  the  mere  purpose  of  recovering  costs,  it  is  unnecessary 
now  to  consider.  No  opinion  is  intended  to  be  intimated 
upon  the  question  whether  this  is  a  proper  case  for  a  revivor, 
even  after  decree.  It  is  clear  that  it  is  not  a  case  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and  if  the  suit  be  revived,  it 
can  only  be  by  bill  of  revivor. 


Ryke  J.  SuYDAM  and  Ephraim  Williamson  and  Rosetta, 
his  wife,  executors  of  Daniel  Davison,  deceased,  vs.  Henry 
Johnson  and  Sarah,  his  wife. 

1.  The  inquiry  when  the  canse  is  heard  upon  a  plea,  is  substantially  as 
if  the  complainant  had  demurred  to  the  plea. 

2.  Il  the  complainant  deems  the  plea  bad,  the  case  goes  to  hearing  upon 
the  plea ;  if  good,  but  not  true,  he  takes  issue  upon  it  and  proceeds  as  in 
case  of  an  answer. 

3.  The  subject  of  inquiry  is  not  the  mere  technical  form  of  the  plea,  but 
the  sufGciency  of  its  averments  to  sustain  the  defence ;  whether  assuming 
all  the  facts  properly  set  out  in  the  plea  to  be  true,  it  presents  a  valid  de- 
fence. 

4.  The  pendency  of  a  former  suit  being  pleaded  in  bar,  the  defendant 
may  state  the  pendency  and  object  of  the  former  suit,  and  aver  that  the 
present  suit  was  brought  for  the  same  matters ;  or  he  may  omit  the  aver- 
ment that  the  suits  are  for  the  same  subject  matter,  provided  he  state  fiacts 
sufficient  to  show  that  they  are  so. 

5.  A  complainant  cannot  compel  a  demurrer  upon  the  facts  as  ttatad  in 
the  bill,  if  they  are  imperfectly  or  inadequately  stated.    The  defendant 
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must  be  at  liberty  to  plead  the  facts  upon  which  he  relies  for  his  defence, 
in  such  form  and  with  such  detail  as  to  raise  the  real  question  which  he 
desires  to  present. 

6.  An  award  constitutes  no  valid  defence  to  an  action,  unless  it  clearly 
appear  that  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit  was  within  the  award. 


The  facts  essential  to  an  understanding  of  the  case  are 
fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chancellor. 

Strong,  for  complainants,  cited  Story's  Eq,  PL,  §  660. 

A.  V.  Schenck,  for  defendants,  cited  Nix.  Dig,  99,  §  23, 
24;  McEwen  v.  Broadhead,  3  Stockt  129;  Flagg  v.  Bon- 
nd,  2  Stockt,  82;  Cooper's  Eq,  PI,  280;  Kyd  on  Awards, 
ch,  8,  p.  381 ;  Farrington  v.  Chute,  1  Vernon  72. 

The  Chancellor,  f  To  a  bill  for  relief,  the  defendants 


pleaded  an  award  in  bar.    The  cause  was  set  down  for  hear- 
ing and  heard  upon  the  plea.     The  argument  involved  both 
the  merits  of  the  plea  and  the  proper  subjects  of  inquiry 
under  it.    It  was  insisted  for  the  defence  that  the  only  proper 
subject  of  inquiry  is  whether  the  plea  is  in  proper  form,  and 
that  if  it  is,  the  plea  must  necessarily  be  sustained.     The 
question  is  not  strictly  whether  the  plea  is  in  proper  form, 
but  whether  in  the  language  of  the  statute  the  plea  be  good ; 
that  is,  whether  upon  the  face  of  the  plea  it  presents,  if  true, 
a  valid  defence  to  the  action.  J]The  inquiry  when  the  cause 
is  heard  upon  the  plea,  is  substantially  as  if  the  plaintiff  had 
demurred  to  the  plea.    The  question  is  not  whether  the  plea 
is  true,  but  whether,  if  true,  it  is  a  good  defence.     This  is 
the  obvious  meaning  of  the  statute.     If  the  complainant 
^eems  the  plea  bad,  the  case  goes  to  hearing  upon  the  plea. 
If  he  conceives  the  plea  to  be  good  though  not  true^^  takes 
issue  upon  it,  and  proceeds  as  in  case  of  an  answer?)  Nix. 
J%.  99,  §  24;  Flagg  v.  Bonnel,  2  Stockt.  82;  McEwen  v. 
^toadkead,  3  Stockt.  129. 
\The  subject  of  inquiry  is  not  the  mere  technical  form  of 
Ihe  plea^  bat  the  sufficiency  of  its  averments  to  sustain  the 
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defence :  whether  it  is  good  both  in  form  and  in  substance ; 
-whether,  viz,  assuming;;  all  the  facts  prop^erly  set  out  in  the 
plea  to  be  true,  it  presents  a  valid  defences  This  is  the  real 
meaning  of  the  Chancellor  in  the  casefjpited,  though  the 
language  used  admits  of  misconstruction/ The  extent  of  the 
inquiry  must  therefore  depend  upon  the  structure  of  the  plea 
itself.  If  the  pleader  confine  himself  to  a  simple  and  direct 
averment  of  the  facts  essential  to  constitute  the  plea,  the  in- 
quiry is  within  very  narrow  limits.  But  if,  instead  of  this, 
he  sets  out  facts  and  circumstances  from  which  he  asks  the 
court  to  infer  the  fact  necessary  to  sustain  his  plea,  the  in- 
quiry necessarily  takes  a  wider  range,  and  the  court  must 
determine  whether  the  facts  stated  are  tantamount  to  a  di- 
rect averment  of  the  fact,  or  serve  to  establish  the  fact 
essential  to  the  validity  of  the  plea.  And  if  the  pleader  go 
one  step  further,  and  not  only  spread  upon  the  record  the 
facts  upon  which  he  relies  to  establish  the  validity  of  his 
plea,  but  the  result  of  those  facts,  or  the  inference  which  the 
pleader  draws  from  the  facts,  the  court,  in  deciding  upon  the 
validity  of  the  plea,  must  be  controlled  by  the  facts  stated, 
and^not  by  the  averment  of  the  plea  aa  to  the  result  of  those 
facts. ' 

The  defendant  pleads  the  pendency  of  a  former  suit  in 
bar.  He  may  content  himself  with  stating  the  pendency 
and  object  of  the  former  suit,  and  averring  that  the  present 
suit  was  brought  for  the  same  mattei-s.  The  ordinary  form 
will  be  found  in  Beamoa  Pleas  330 ;  Equity  Draftsman  658 ; 
Curtis  Precedents  170.  Or  he  may  omit  the  averment  that 
the  suits  are  for  the  same  subject  matter,  provided  he  state 
facts  sufficient  to  show  that  they  are  so.  Flagg  v.  Bonnel^ 
2^ckL  82. 

\The  defendant  in  this  case  has  spread  upon  his  plea  the 
substance  of  a  former  bill  in  this  court.  He  has  set  out  in 
full  the  submission  and  the  award,  and  then  avers  that  the 
subject  of  this  suit  is  within  the  award.  ';  Now,  whether  it  is 
or  is  not  within  the  award,  must  obviously  depend  upon  the 
&cta  stated  upon  the  plea,  admitting  those  facts  to  be  truly 
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Stated.    That  is  really  the  question  now  in  controversy  be-    J 
tween  the  parties!) 

(^he  difficulty  m  the  case  has  grown  out  of  its  complicated 
character  and  the  peculiar  structure  of  the  pleadings.  The 
complainants  set  out  in  their  bill  the  history  of  a  long  and 
involved  controversy  between  the  parties,  including  the  award 
which  is  made  the  subject  of  the  plea.  It  is  a  ground  of  ob- 
jection to  the  plea  that  it  states  no  new  matter  not  apparent 
upon  the  bill,  and  that  the  proper  relief  was  by  demurrer, 
But  a  complainant  cannot  compel  a  demurrer  upon  the  facts 
as  stated  in  the  bill,  if  they  are  imperfectly,  or  inadequately 
stated.  The  defendant  must  be  at  liberty  to  plead  the  facts 
upon  which  he  relies  for  his  defence,  in  such  form  and  with 
such  fullness  of  detail  as  to  raise  the  real  question  which  he 
desires  to  present.  The  question  certainly,  by  a  different 
character  of  pleading,  might  have  been  presented  more 
clearly  and  with  less  embarrassment.  But  although  the 
plea  is  encumbered  with  matter  not  pertinent  to  the  defence, 
I  prefer  to  dispose  of  the  plea  not  on  any  technical  ground, 
but  to  decide  the  real  question  at  issue  between  the  parties. 
That  question  is  whether  the  submissioii  and  award  do  in 
fact  include  the  subject  matter  of  this  suitA 

The  controversy  grew  out  of  the  settleratent  of  the  estate 
of  Daniel  Davison.  The  testator  died  in  1855,  leaving, 
among  other  children  and  heirs-at-law,  three  daughters; 
Rosetta,  who  has  since  intermarried  with  Ephraim  William- 
eon,  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  Ryke  J.  Suydam,  and  Sarah,  the 
wife  of  Henry  Johnson,  who  were  also  devisees  under  his 
will.  He  appointed  his  unmarried  daughter  Bosetta,  and 
his  sons-in-law,  Suydam  and  Johnson,  his  executors,  who 
proved  the  will  and  took  upon  themselves  the  burden  of  its 
execution. 

Sarah  Johnson  had  previously  been  married  to  Noah  Ap- 
plegat«,  who  was  deceased,  leaving  two  children,  Daniel  and 
Elijah  ;  the  latter  being  a  minor.  His  estate,  amounting  to 
$1600,  was  in  the  hands  of  the  testator,  Daniel  Davison.  Of 
this  sum  Sarah  Johnson,  as  widow,  was  entitled  to  one-third, 
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and  her  two  children  to  the  remaining  two-thirds.  She  re- 
leased her  interest  in  favor  of  her  children,  who  thereupon 
became  creditors  of  the  estate  of  the  testator  in  the  sum  of 
$800  each.  The  real  estate  was  sold  by  his  executors.  Daniel 
Applegate,  one  of  Sarah  Johnson's  sons,  became  the  pur- 
chaser. His  share  waa  deducted  from  the  purchase  money 
of  the  estate.  The  share  of  Elijah  was  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage on  the  farm,  given  to  Sarah  Johnson  as  guardian  of  her 
son  Elijah.  She  was  not  in  fact  the  guardian  of  her  son. 
The  bill  alleges  that  the  arrangement  was  made  with  the 
consent  and  approbation  of  her  husband,  and  upon  her  pro- 
mise to  take  out  letters  of  guardianship  for  her  son.  The 
money  was  lost,  the  mortgage  proving  worthless.  After  the 
minor  came  of  age,  he  made  a  will  giving  his  whole  estate, 
real  and  personal,  to  his  mother,  and  appointing  his  father 
executor.  The  executor  having  renounced,  an  administra- 
tor with  the  will  annexed  was  appointed.  A  suit  at  law 
was  brought  by  him  to  recover  the  $800  due  from  the  estate 
of  the  testator,  Daniel  Davison.  The  executors  having  set- 
tled their  accounts,  the  suit  was  brought  against  the  devi- 
sees and  heirs-at-law.  A  bill  in  equity  was  filed,  among 
other  things,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  that  suit.  Pend- 
ing these  suits  the  submission  and  award  in  question  were 
made. 

The  submission  includes  three  points : 

1.  Whether  the  administrator  of  Elijah  Applegate  had  any 
claim  against  the  devisees  of  Daniel  Davison  for  moneys  re- 
ceived by  him  from  the  estate  of  Noah  Applegate. 

2.  Whether  Johnson  and  wife  had  any  lawful  demand  in 
right  of  the  wife  against  said  devisees,  for  moneys  received 
by  Daniel  Davison  from  the  estate  of  Noah  Applegate. 

3.  Whether  Johnson  and  wife  had  any  lawful  demand  in 
right  of  the  wife,  against  Williamson  and  wife  and  Ann  C. 
Vanderveer,  for  interest  upon  a  bond  and  mortgage  given 
bvJDaniel  D.  Applegate. 

C  There  is  nothing  in  the  submission  which  can  include  the 
subject  matter  of  this  suit. 
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Phe  question  involved  in  it  could  not,  under  the  terms  of 
submission,  have  been  submitted  to,  or  decided  by  the 
arbitrators.  If  there  is  anything  in  the  language  of  the 
award  which  can  by  possibility  bear  a  broader  interpreta- 
tion, it  should  be  construed  in  reference  to  the  power  con- 
ferred. The  administrator  of  Elijah  Applegate  had  a  clear 
right  of  recovery  which  could  not  be  affected  by  any  real  or 
supposed  equity  between  Sarah  Johnson  and  these  complain- 
ajxts. 

(^The  facts  stated  in  the  plea  constitute  no  bar  to  the  suit, 
mthing  could  be  gained  by  a  reference  to  a  master.  The 
question  must  be  decided  upon  the  facts  now  before  the 
court.  An  exception  to  the  master's  report,  if  made  by 
either  party,  would  present  the  same  question  again  for  de- 
cision here.  ^ 
The  plea  is  overruled?^ 


Simeon  Bedford  vs.  The  Newark  Machine  Company. 

1.  The  only  criterion  of  insolvency,  famished  by  **  the  act  to  prevent 
(rands  by  incorporated  companies,*'  (in  regard  to  companies  other  than 
banking)  is  the  nt^mion  of  Imsiness. 

2.  The  act  of  insolvency  contemplated  by  the  statute,  is  committed  at  the 
time  the  company  suspends  its  ordinary  business  operations. 

3.  Under  the  42d  section  of  "  the  act  to  authorize  the  establishment,  and 
to  prescribe  the  duties  of  companies  for  manufacturing  and  other  purposes," 
ill  laborers  in  the  employ  of  the  company  at  the  time  of  the  suspension  of 
its  hutiness  operations,  and  not  those  only  in  their  employ  at  the  time  of 
instituting  legal  proceedings  against  them  as  an  insolvent  corporation,  are 
entitled  to  priority  in  payment  over  the  other  creditors  of  the  company. 

4.  The  apprentiees  of  such  company  are  entitled  to  their  wages  without 
regard  to  the  time  that  they  were  last  actually  laboring  fof  the  company. 
Their  legal  rights  cannot  be  affected  by  the  refusal  or  inability  of  the  com- 
pany to  famish  them  with  employment. 


An  injunction  having  been  issued  against  the  defendants 
as  an  insolvent  corporation,  under  the  **  act  to  prevent  frauds 
by  incorporated  companies/'  receivers  were  appointed  who 
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are  now  settling  the  aflFairs  of  the  company.  The  receivers 
have  filed  their  petition,  asking  the  direction  of  the  court  in 
the  disposition  of  the  funds  in  their  hands. 

Hanney,  for  petitioner. 

J,  P.  Jackson,  jun.j  for  laborers  and  apprentices. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the 
twenty-third  of  October,  1861,  and  an  injunction  thereupon 
issued  against  the  defendants  as  an  insolvent  corporation,  re- 
straining them  from  exercising  their  corporate  powers. 

On  the  twenty-ninth  of  October,  1861,  receivers  were  ap- 
pointed, by  whom  the  afiairs  of  the  company  are  being  settled, 
and  who  now  ask  the  direction  of  the  court  in  the  disposition 
of  the  funds  in  their  hands. 

The  company  was  incorporated  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  1849,  authorizing  the  establishment  of  manu- 
facturing companies,  and  of  the  supplements  thereto.  iVix. 
Dig.  492.  By  the  forty-second  section  of  the  act,  it  is 
provided  that,  "  in  case  of  the  insolvency  of  any  company 
formed  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  the  laborers  in  the 
employ  of  said  company  shall  have  a  lien  upon  the  assets 
thereof  for  the  amount  of  wages  due  to  them  respectively, 
which  shall  be  paid  prior  to  any  other  debt  or  debts  of  the 
company."  At  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  and  issuing  the  in- 
junction, the  company  was  indebted  to  about  forty  laborers 
in  the  sum  of  $2208.07.  Of  these  laborers,  only  twelve  were 
in  the  actual  employ  of  the  company  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
bill.  The  others  had  ceased  working  for  the  company  at 
various  times,  from  and  after  the  twenty- third  of  March  pre- 
ceding. It  is  insisted  on  the  one  hand,  that  they  are  all 
entitled  to  priority  in  payment  over  the  other  creditors  of  the 
company ;  and  on  the  other,  that  those  laborers  alone  are 
entitled  to  priority,  who  were  in  the  employ  of  the  company 
when  the  proceedings  in  this  cause  were  instituted,  and  the 
business  of  the  company  restrained.  By  the  terms  of  the 
act,  the  lien  upon  the  assets  of  the  company,  and  consequent 
priority  in  payment,  is  not  given  to  laborers  to  whom  the 
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company  are  indebted  merely,  but  to  laborers  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  company.  There  is  a  marked  contrast  between 
the  phraseology  of  this  act  and  that  of  the  "  act  for  the  pro- 
tection and  relief  of  mechanics  and  laborers.'*  Nix,  Dig.  34, 
§  27.  By  the  terms  of  the  latter  act,  under  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  the  wages  of  clerks,  minors,  me- 
chanics and  laborers,  due  at  the  time  of  making  the  assign' 
ment  from  the  person  making  the  same,  are  declared  to  be 
preferred  debts,  and  entitled  to  priority  in  payment.  It  seems 
probable  that  the  terms  of  the  act  now  in  question,  as  well  as 
those  of  the  "  act  to  secure  to  operatives  in  manufactories  and 
other  employees,  their  wages,"  Nix,  Dig,  46,  §  69,  were 
adopted  not  only  to  secure. remuneration  to  the  operatives,  but 
upon  a  principle  of  sound  public  policy  to  encourage  manu- 
factures by  inducing  the  operatives  to  continue  their  labor, 
notwithstanding  the  inability,  real  or  apprehended,  of  the 
employer  to  pay  their  wages.  Those  laborers  only  are  en- 
titled to  priority  in  payment,  who  were  in  the  employ  of  the 
company  at  the  time  of  their  becoming  insolvent.  But 
how  is  that  time  to  be  determined?  The  company  were 
embarrassed  and  found  difficulty  in  meeting  their  engage- 
ments as  early  as  April,  1861,  and  the  facts  now  before 
the  court  might  perhaps  justify  the  conclusion  that  they 
were  then  indebted  beyond  their  ability  to  pay.  But  they 
continued  their  business  operations,  so  far  as  appears,  un- 
interruptedly, until  the  twenty-fourth  of  September,  when 
they  made  their  last  weekly  payment  to  their  laborers. 
On  the  same  day  two  judgments  were  entered,  and  writs 
of  fieri  facias  issued  against  them  for  small  amounts. 
By  virtue  of  these  executions  levies  were  made,  and  the 
premises  occupied  by  the  defendants  were  closed  by  the 
sheriff,  but  after  remaining  closed  a  day  or  two  they  were 
again  opened.  On  the  thirtieth  day  of  September,  two  other 
judgments,  amounting  to  about  $24,000,  were  entered  and 
executions  issued  thereon,  after  which  time  until  the  issuing 
of  the  injunction,  the  laborers  remaining  in  the  employ  of 
the  company  were  employed  on  short  time ;  the  amount  of 
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wages  paid  them  at  any  one  time  not  exceeding  one  third 
the  amount  due.  All  the  above  executions  were  outstanding, 
unsatisfied  claims  on  the  property  of  the  company,  when  the 
injunction  was  issued.  The  bill,  which  is  exhibited  by  a 
director  of  the  company,  charges  that  the  company  were  in- 
solvent and  became  known  to  be  so  on  the  first  of  October, 
1861.  The  bill  further  charges  that  the  company  is  insolvent 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  complainant,  and  cannot  resume  its 
business  with  safety  to  the  public,  and  advantage  to  the 
stockholders.  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  change  in  the 
operations  of  the  company  between  the  first  of  October  and 
the  time  of  issuing  the  injunction.  Their  business  wjis  sus- 
pended on  the  first  of  October,  as  fully  as  at  the  time  of 
granting  the  injunction.  From  that  time  the  machinery 
and  stock  of  the  company,  manufactured  and  unmanufactured, 
were  under  levy  for  an  amount  exceeding  their  value,  and 
were  in  the  hands  and  under  the  control  of  the  sherifi*.  The 
operations  of  the  company  were  virtually  suspended  from 
inability  to  carry  them  on,  upon  the  first  of  October.  The 
act  of  insolvency  was  then  committed.  All  the  laborers  at 
that  time  in  the  employ  of  the  company  have  a  lien  for  their 
wages,  and  are  entitled  to  priority  in  payment  out  of  the 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  receivers.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
inquire  whether  the  insolvency  of  the  company  may  not  bo 
dated  from  the  twenty-fourth  of  September,  when  the  works 
were  first  closed  under  execution,  for  none  of  the  laborers 
left  the  employ  of  the  company  between  those  dates.  Prior 
to  the  twenty-fourth  of  September,  there  is  no  ground  upon 
which  the  company  can  be  declared  insolvent  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  present  inquiry. 

The  act  respecting  insolvent  corporations,  under  which 
these  proceedings  were  instituted,  looks  to  the  suspension  of 
the  ordinary  business  of  the  company,  or  some  overt  act  by 
which  its  insolvency  may  be  ascertained  and  declared.  The 
court  cannot,  upon  an  inquiry  of  this  nature,  undertake  to 
investigate  the  financial  ability  of  the  corporation  at  previous 
periods,  founded  upon  mere  failure  to  meet  its  engagements, 
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or  upon  the  actual  state  of  its  finances  after  its  business  has 
been  suspended.  The  bankrupt  laws  of  England  have,  with 
great  precision,  defined  what  shall  constitute  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, upon  which  proceedings  may  be  instituted  and  the 
party  declared  a  bankrupt.  The  act  in  question  has  furnished 
such  criteria  or  evidences  of  insolvency  in  regard  to  banking 
companies.  Nix.  Dig,  372,  §  6.  In  regard  to  other  com- 
panies, no  criterion  is  furnished  except  the  suspension  of 
business.  Before  an  injunction  can  issue,  it  must  appear  that 
the  company  has  become  insolvent,  and  shall  not  be  about  to 
resume  its  business  in  a  short  time  thereafter  with  safety  to 
the  public  and  advantage  to  the  stockholders.  Nix,  Dig, 
372,  §  5. 

The  apprentices  of  the  company  are  entitled  to  their  wages 
without  regard  to  the  time  that  they  were  last  actually 
laboring  for  the  company.  There  is  no  evidence  that  they 
were  discharged  or  rele^ased  from  their  indentures  prior  to 
the  act  of  insolvency.  Their  legal  rights  cannot  be  afiected 
by  the  refusal  or  inability  of  the  company  to  furnish  them 
with  employment. 

It  appears  from  the  receivers'  report,  that  large  expenses 
have  been  incurred  in  repairs  to  the  real  estate,  and  to  the 
machinery  covered  by  mortgages  and  executions,  and  in  em- 
ploying watchmen  for  the  safe  keeping  of  the  property,  both 
real  and  personal.  It  is  proper,  therefore,  that  it  should  be 
referred  to  a  master,  to  ascertain  and  report  what,  and  to 
what  an  amount  of  the  said  expenses  and  disbursements  shall 
be  paid  from'  the  fund  raised  from  the  sales  of  machinery 
and  personal  property  encumbered  by  said  mortgages  and 
judgments.  The  receivers*  accounts  will  also  be  referred  to 
a  master,  with  directions  to  examine,  and,  if  necessary,  to 
restate  the  same ;  and  also  to  report  what  will  be  a  reason- 
able and  just  compensation  to  be  allowed  to  the  receivers. 

Vol.  I.  L 
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Emile  C.  Berckmans  vs.  Sara  E.  Berckmans. 

1.  The  evidence  of  an  alleged  paramour,  being  particeps  criminis  is  but 
weak.  But  neither  his  evidence,  nor  that  of  the  woman  charged  with 
adultery,  is  to  be  rejected  on  the  assutnption  that  they  are  guilty. 

2.  Express  testimony  cannot  be  rejected  on  the  sole  ground  of  its  im- 
probability.    Its  impossibility  alone  can  discredit  the  witness. 

3.  A  witness  must  state  facts,  not  inferences,  and  the  court  can  draw  no 
inference,  which  the  facts  as  proved  do  not  justify. 

4.  The  testimony  of  one  witness  uncorroborated,  unsupported,  and  in  it^ 
details  improbable,  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  the  charge  of  adultery, 
against  the  full  and  explicit  counter  testimony  of  the  person  accused  and 
her  particeps  criminis. 

5.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  offence  should  be  proved  in  time  and 
place  as  charged  in  the  bill.  The  mind  of  the  court  must  be  satisfied  that 
actual  adultery  has  been  committed,  but  if  the  circumstances  establish  the 
fact  of  general  cohabitation,  it  is  enough,  although  the  court  may  be  unable 
to  decide  at  what  time  the  offence  was  committed. 

6.  Parol  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  a  particeps  criminis,  even  though 
he  has  confessed  his  guilt,  is  not  competent  evidence  against  the  party 
charged  with  adultery. 

7.  To  establish  the  existence  of  adultery,  the  circumstances  must  be  suoh 
as  would  lead  the  guarded  discretion  of  a  reasonable  and  just  man  to  that 
conclusion.  It  must  not  be  a  rash  and  intemperate  judgment,  moving 
upon  appearances  that  are  equally  capable  of  two  interpretations. 

8.  The  fa<:t8  proven  must  be  such  as  ran  not  be  reconciled  with  proba- 
bility and  the  innocence  of  the  ^rties. 

9.  Mere  imprudence,  indiscretion,  or  folly,  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of 
guilt.  The  mind  of  the  court  must  be  satisfied,  that  there  was  an  intimacy 
between  the  parties  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  duty  which  a  virtuous  wife 
owes  to  herself  and  to  her  husband. 

10.  When  the  conduct  of  a  party  admits  of  two  interpretations  equally 
consistent  with  probability,  the  one  involving  guilt  and  the  other  consist- 
ent with  innocence,  the  rules  of  evidence  as  well  as  the  dictates  of  justice 
require  that  the  interpretation  should  be  favorable  to  innocence. 

11.  In  the  investigation  of  a  wife's  guilt,  the  conduct  of  the  husband  is 
always  regarded  as  a  most  significant  circumstance.  So  long  as  there  is 
reasonable  doubt  of  her  guilt,  or  a  plausible  ground  for  a  hope  of  her  in- 
nocence, the  husband's  forbearance  is  both  excusable  and  laudable.  But 
when  the  husband  holds  in  his  hands  what  he  claims  to  be  satisfactory 
proof  of  his  wife's  guilt,  his  delay  to  prosecute  is  strong  evidence  in  the 
wile's  favor. 
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12.  To  prove  adultery  by  circumstantial  evidence,  two  points  are  to  be 
established;  the  opportunity  for  the  crime,  and  the  will  to  commit  if. 
Where  both  are  establUhed,  the  court  will  infer  the  guilt. 


Williamson  and  Frelinghuyserif  Attorney   General,   for 
complainant. 

Titsworth  and  Parker,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  by  the  husband  against 
the  wife  for  a  divorce,  on  the  ground  of  adultery.  The  parties 
were  married  at  Plainfield,  in  this  state,  where  they  both 
resided,  on  the  eighth  of  February,  1858.  At  the  time  of 
the  marriage  the  husband  was  about  twenty-three,  and  the 
wife  twenty-one  years  of  age.  Two  children  were  born  of 
the  marriage,  viz,  a  son,  who  was  born  near  Augusta, 
Georgia,  where  the  parties  temporarily  resided,  on  the 
eighteenth  of  February,  1859,  and  a  daughter,  born  at 
Plainfield,  on  the  third  of  April,  1860.  They  continued  to 
cohabit  as  man  and  wife  until  September  nineteenth,  1860, 
when  the  wife  left  the  house  of  her  husband,  with  her  two 
children,  and  went  to  the  city  of  New  York,  where  she  re- 
gained about  ten  days,  when  she  returned  with  the  children 
to  Plainfield,  and  went  to  reside  with  her  mother. 

On  the  fourteenth  of  November,  1860,  she  filed  her  peti- 
tion in  this  court  asking  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  from  her 
husband,  on  the  ground  of  extreme  cruelty,  and  charging 
that  she  was  compelled  to  leave  his  house  in  consequence  of 
his  ill-treatment,  which  became  unendurable.     On  the  six- 
teenth of  January,  1861,  the  wife  filed  her  petition  for  ali- 
luony  pendente  lite,  which  was  granted  on  the  fifth  of  Feb- 
ruary thereafter.     On  the  last  named  day,  the  bill  in  this 
^use  was  filed  by  the  husband,  asking  a  divorce  a  vinculo 
''^^rimonii,  on  the  ground  of  adultery.     The  further  prose- 
cution of  the  suit,  instituted  by  the  wife,  was  thereupon 
suspended,  and  the  suit  of  the  husband  is  now  brought  to 
final  hearing  upon  the  pleadings  and  proois. 


124  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Berckmans  v.  Berckmans. 

The  adultery  is  charged  to  have  been  committed  on  dif- 
ferent days  in  the  months  of  May,  June,  July,  August,  Sep- 
tember and  October,  1859,  and  in  the  months  of  June  and 
{September,  1860,  with  one  Randolph  Titsworth,  and  with 
other  persons  unknown  to  the  complainant.  The  answer 
fully  denies  the  charge  of  adultery,  re-affirms  the  charges  of 
cruelty  preferred  against  the  husband  in  her  bill  of  complaint 
against  him,  and  also  the  charge  that  she  was  compelled  by 
his  ill-treatment  to  leave  his  house. 

The  simple  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  evidence 
is  sufficient  to  support  the  charge  of  adultery.  The  com- 
plainant offers  both  direct  and  circumstantial  evidence  of 
the  charge ;  direct  evidence  I  mean  of  facts,  from  which  the 
conclusion  of  guilt  is  a  necessary  and  unavoidable  inference. 

I.  As  to  the  direct  evidence.  Mrs.  Maria  E.  Berckmans, 
the  mother  of  the  complainant,  testifies  that  in  June,  1859, 
she  saw  the  defendant  lying  on  the  sofa  in  the  parlor,  and 
Dr.  Titsworth  lying  on  her.  She  further  testifies,  that  in 
the  fall  of  the  same  year,  she  saw  the  defendant  sitting  on  a 
(^hair  in  her  bed-room  dressed  in  a  loose  sack,  with  her  neck 
and  bosom  exposed,  and  Dr.  Titsworth  sitting  close  by  her 
in  another  chair,  with  one  of  his  arms  lying  on  the  defend- 
ant's neck,  and  kissing  her.  His  other  hand  had  hold  of  one 
of  the  defendant's  hands,  and  was  lying  on  her  lap.  The 
witness  adds :  "  I  stayed  looking  at  them  only  one  moment, 
till  the  defendant  got  up,  and  he  put  both  arms  around  her 
and  kissed  her,  and  then  I  went  away."  If  this  testimony 
is  true,  it  precludes  the  necessity  of  further  investigation. 
All  speculation  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendant 
is  at  an  end.  But  the  defendant  and  the  alleged  particepa 
criminis  have  been  examined.  They  both  utterly  and  most 
explicitly  deny  the  truth  of  the  charge.  Dr.  Titsworth  tes- 
tifies, in  regard  to  the  parlor  scene :  "  I  never  was  lying 
upon  the  sofa,  neither  was  Mrs.  Berckmans,  in  my  presence. 
There  is  no  truth  in  the  statement  of  the  witness.  *  *  * 
I  pronounce  her  statement  in  regard  to  the  bed-room  scene 
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emphatically  false.  There  is  not  the  first  particle  of  truth 
ill  it  whatever.  There  is  no  foundation  for  it.  I  believe  I 
never  was  in  that  room  alone  with  her  in  my  life.  I  was 
never  in  any  room  with  Mrs.  Berckmans  in  the  position  her 
mother-in-law  described,  or  in  any  indecent  or  improper  po- 
sition." The  defendant  herself  is  equally  emphatic  in  her 
denial  of  the  truth  of  the  charge.  Neither  of  these  wit- 
nesses is  entitled  to  the  credit  of  fair  and  impartial  witnesses. 
It  is  not  an  unnatural  presumption,  if  parties  are  guilty  of 
adultery,  that  they  will  not  hesitate  to  resort  to  perjury  to 
conceal  their  guilt.  The  alleged  paramour  being  particeps 
criminiSf  his  evidence  is  but  weak.  2  GreenL  JEv.,  §  46. 
But  their  evidence  is  not  to  be  rejected  on  the  assumption 
that  they  are  guilty.  In  the  absence  of  very  clear  evidence 
of  their  guilt,  their  evidence  is  to  be  fairly  weighed  and 
considered.  We  have  then  the  testimony  of  both  the  par- 
ties implicated,  against  the  evidence  of  the  one  witness  on 
the  part  of  the  complainant.  How  far  is  her  testimony  cor- 
roborated, or  discredited  by  circumstances,  or  by  other  evi- 
dence in  the  case? 

1.  The  complainant's  witness  states  that  the  sofa  upon 
which  the  transaction  occurred  in  the  parlor,  stood  on  the 
side  of  the  room,  opposite  to  the  door,  with  the  back  of  the 
sofa  against  the  fire  place.  The  defendant  alleges,  and  offers 
evidence  to  prove,  that  in  June,  1859,  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  transaction,  the  sofa  stood  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
room,  behind  the  door.  It  is  clearly  shown  that  the  place 
usually  occupied  by  the  sofa,  was  against  the  mantel.  It  is 
shown,  I  think  with  equal  clearness,  that  during  a  part  of 
the  summer  of  1859,  it  stood  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  room. 
But  when  it  was  removed,  or  where  it  stood  in  the  month  of 
June,  1859,  is  not  ascertained  by  the  evidence  with  sufBcient 
clearness  to  discredit  the  testimony  of  the  complainant's 
witness. 

2.  It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  defence,  admitting  the 
eofa  to  have  stood  where  the  witness  alleged  it  did,  that  it 
wa  physically  impossible  for  her  to  have  seen  from  Xk^  ^v- 
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tion  which  she  says  she  occupied,  either  the  transaction  in 
the  parlor  or  in  the  bed-room.  These  objections  were  the 
result  of  investigations  made  under  the  direction  of  counsel, 
and  were  doubtless  made  in  good  faith,  and  with  a  full  con- 
viction of  their  truth.  The  high  professional  character  of 
the  counsel,  no  less  than  the  circumstances  under  which  they 
were  presented,  forbids  the  idea  that  they  were  raised  or 
urged  with  any  unfair  purpose,  or  otherwise  than  with  a  full 
conviction  of  their  truth. 

The  witness  stated  that  she  saw  the  transaction  in  the  bed- 
room through  the  window  of  her  dressing-room  and  through 
the  window  of  the  bed-room.  Respectable  witnesses,  after 
repeated  experiments,  testified  that  they  were  utterly  unable 
to  see  any  object  in  the  bed-room,  looking  through  the  win- 
dows of  the  two  rooms,  or  even  by  opening  the  window  of 
the  dressing-room.  Other  witnesses  testified  that  objects 
could  be  distinctly  seen  from  one  room  to  the  other,  looking 
through  both  windows.  The  witnesses  on  both  sides  testified 
with  equal  confidence  and  manifestly  with  equally  firm  con- 
victions of  the  truth  of  their  respective  statements.  And  ia 
the  earlier  stages  of  the  evidence  there  was  a  serious  and 
apparently  irreconcilable  conflict  in  the  testimony.  But  in 
the  progress  of  the  testimony,  the  cause  of  the  difficulty  has 
been  satisfactorily  explained.  The  window  of  the  dressing- 
room  opened  to  the  east,  the  window  of  the  bed-room  to  the 
.south,  at  the  distance  of  two  or  three  feet  from  the  dressing- 
room  window.  The  line  of  vision  was  such  that  the  external 
light  falling  upon  the  glass  of  the  window  of  the  bed-room 
obliquely,  was  reflected  to  the  eye  of  the  observer,  thus  con- 
verting the  window  into  a  mirror,  and  leaving  the  room 
beyond  in  utter  darkness.  By  partly  closing  the  shutter  of 
the  window  on  the  side  opposite  to  the  observer,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  reflection,  the  whole  diflliculty  was  avoided,  and  ob- 
jects within  the  bed-room  rendered  clearly  visible.  This 
objection  to  the  credibility  of  the  witness  is  thus  removed. 
Simple  as  the  solution  now  seems,  it  was  not  discovered  till 
much  teatimony  on  the  point  had  been  taken.     The  witnefis 
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had  testified  that  it  was  a  bright  day,  and  the  windows  had 
l)een  thrown  open,  so  that  the  room  was  very  light.  Looked 
at  apparently  under  the  same  conditions  of  light  nothing 
could  be  seen,  and  the  counsel  of  the  defendant  strenuously 
insists  that  this  arrangement  of  the  shutter  was  an  after- 
thought, a  mere  fraudulent  contrivance  to  remove  an  other- 
wise insuperable  objection  to  the  credibility  of  the  testimony, 
and  that  it  is  in  the  highest  degree  improbable  that  the 
witness  should  have  seen  this  transaction  under  the  precise 
conditions  which  alone  would  have  enabled  her  to  see.-  it. 
This  objection  may  be  entitled  to  consideration  in  weighing 
the  probability  of  her  evidence.  But  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
crediting the  witness,  the  whole  force  of  the  objection  consists 
in  the  position  that  it  was  impossible  for  her  to  see.  Express 
testimony  cannot  be  rejected  on  the  sole  ground  of  its  im- 
probability. 

3.  The  witness  further  testified  that  she  saw  the  trans- 
action upon  the  sofa  in  the  parlor,  from  the  green-house, 
through  a  window  which  opened  into  the  green-house  from 
the  parlor.  The  sofa  stood  under  the  mantel,  with  its  back 
against  the  breast  work  of  the  chimney,  and  toward  the  side 
of  the  room  in  which  the  window  was.  But  a  small  part  of 
the  end  of  the  sofa  projected  beyond  the  breast  work  of  the 
chimney,  so  that  a  large  portion  of  the  sofa  was  entirely 
concealed  from  the  view  of  a  person  at  the  window.  The 
back  of  the  sofa  at  the  end  was  high,  and  was  directly  in  the 
line  of  vision  between  the  window  and  the  seat  of  the  sofa. 
Careful  measurements  have  been  made  and  furnished,  with 
a  diagram,  to  the  court,  the  accuracy  of  which  are  not  called 
in  question,  and  which,  it  is  insisted,  render  it  demonstrably 
certain  that  the  witness  could  not  have  seen  peraons  lying  on 
the  sofa  as  she  testified.  The  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  by  whom  the  premises  were  examined,  testify 
that  the  experiment  was  made  and  repeated  in  their  presence, 
sihd  that  a  person  lying  on  the  sofa  could  not  be  seen  from 
the  position  in  which  the  witness  stood.  Other  witnesses  of 
equal  respjctaftlityi  by  whom  the  premises  were  Bubaec^vxeuXX^ 
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examined,  testify  not  only  that  a  person  lying  on  the  sofa 
may  be  seen,  but  that  the  seat  of  the  sofa  itself  may  be  seen 
by  a  person  looking  over  the  back.  This  seems  to  me  to  be 
incredible,  assuming  that  the  observations  in  both  cases  were 
made  under  the  same  conditions  and  were  fairly  made  and 
stated ;  and  physically  impossible,  if  the  measurements  fur- 
nished to  the  court  were  accurate.  I  confess  that  I  am  totally 
unable  to  reconcile  this  conflict  in  the  testimony  except  upon 
the  hypothesis,  either  that  there  was  some  change  in  the  re- 
lative elevation  of  the  floor  of  the  green-house  and  parlor,  so 
that  the  position  of  the  observer  and  altitude  of  the  point  of 
vision  was  changed,  or  that  a  change  was  made  in  the  sofa 
itself.  The  latter  is  the  theory  of  the  defendant's  counsel. 
He  insists  that  when  the  complainant's  witnesses  were  called 
to  examine  the  premises,  another  sofa  with  a  lower  back 
was  fraudulently  substituted,  by  which  device  the  witnesses 
were  innocently  and  unwittingly  induced  to  give  evidence 
necessarily  calculated  to  pervert  the  truth  and  mislead  the 
court.  Evidence  is  offered  tending  to  support  this  view  of 
the  case.  But  I  do  not  choose  to  rest  the  decision  of  this 
point  in  any  degree  upon  this  ground,  involving  as  it  neces- 
Sixrily  does  the  imputation  of  fraudulent  conduct  to  the  com- 
plainant. It  seems  entirely  unnecessary  to  do  so.  The  first 
examination  of  the  premises  by  the  defendant's  witnesses 
was  made  before  the  cross-examination  of  the  complainant's 
witness,  Mrs.  Maria  E.  Berckmans,  was  closed.  The  ex- 
amination and  experiments  were  made  in  her  presence.  She 
took  part  in  making  them,  and  when  it  became  obvious  that 
a  person  lying  on  the  sofa  could  not  be  seen  from  the  position 
in  the  green-house  which  she  occupied  standing  on  the  floor, 
she  said  that  she  stood  upon  a  chair,  and  showed  where  she 
procured  the  chair,  and  where  she  placed  it.  She  alleged 
that  her  daughter-in-law  wore  hoops,  which  raised  her  dress 
very  much  above  the  seat  of  the  sofa,  which  enabled  her  to 
see  the  skirt  of  her  dress.  And  when  recalled  to  the  stand 
and  her  cross-examination  resumed,  the  witness  says :  "  the 
sofa  of  which  I  have  spoken,  is  the  same  sSb,  now  in  the 
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room  ;  it  was  standing  as  it  now  does.  I  saw  no  part  of 
Mrs.  Berckmans'  person.  I  saw  only  a  part  of  her  dress.  I 
couldn't  tell  what  part."  And  in  answer  to  the  question 
whether  she  saw  any  part  of  Dr.  Titsworth's  person,  she 
answers:  "I  saw  Dr.  Titsworth's  feet,  his  boots,  and  the 
feet  lying  on  the  sofa,  on  the  same  side  of  the  sofa  where  I 
was  looking  through  the  window."  Now  it  is  admitted  that 
next  to  the  window  of  the  green-house,  a  part  of  a  boot  of  a 
person  lying  on  the  sofa  might  be  seen.  There  is  a  very 
abrupt  descent  of  the  back  of  the  sofa  as  it  curves  at  the 
end,  forming  a  low  arm,  six  to  nine  inches  in  length  from 
the  curve  of  the  back,  and  only  nine  inches  in  height.  At  that 
point,  the  boots  of  a  person  on  the  sofa  might  be  seen.  This 
is  all  the  witness  on  her  cross-examination  pretends  she  saw. 
It  is  needless  to  say  it  is  a  most  serious  alteration  of  her 
original  testimony,  that  she  saw  these  persons  lying  together 
on  the  sofa.  Her  statement  of  what  she  saw  may  be  liter- 
ally true,  and  yet  her  inference  totally  groundless.  Nor  does 
it  relieve  the  diflBculty,  to  say  that  she  may  have  seen  the 
boots  and  the  dress  in  a  position  to  justify  her  inference.  A 
witness  is  to  state  facts,  not  inferences,  and  the  court  Can 
draw  no  inference  which  the  facts  as  proved  do  not  justify. 
While  this  evidence,  therefore,  does  not  utterly  discredit  the 
witness,  it  goes  far  to  shake  the  reliability  of  her  testimony. 
It  shows  that  what  she  originally  swore  she  saw  was  a  physical 
impossibility,  and  that  after  that  fact  had  been  ascertained, 
Her  evidence  was  so  modified  to  meet  the  emergency  as  to 
render  it  of  little  or  no  significance.  While,  therefore,  the 
evidence  of  the  defendant  is  not  suflBciently  decisive  utterly 
to  discredit  the  witness,  it  goes  far  to  shake  the  reliability  of 
her  testimony,  and  to  require  that  it  should  be  closely  scruti- 
nized. 

I  turn,  therefore,  to  other  aspects  of  the  evidence  of  the 
witness,  and  of  the  attendant  circumstances,  which  I  deem 
of  importance  as  effecting  her  credibility.  This  transaction 
is  alleged  to  have  occurred  in  June,  1859.  At  that  time  and 
for  months  afterwards,  not  the  least  intimacy  is  shown  to 
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have  existed  between  these  parties.  The  complainant  was 
married  on  the  eighth  of  February,  1858.  His  wife,  at  the 
time  of  the  marriage,  was  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  re- 
sided in  Plainfield,  with  her  mother.  Her  position  in  life 
was  humble.  Her  mother  kept  a  small  fancy  store.  The 
daughter  taught  music  in  private  families  in  Plainfield,  and 
acted  as  organist  of  the  Episcopal  Church.  So  far  as  appears 
from  the  evidence,  she  had  won  for  herself  the  respect  and 
confidence  of  the  community.  After  her  marriage  she  re- 
mained in  Plainfield  with  her  husband  until  the  nineteenth 
of  September  following,  when  they  went  to  Georgia,  where 
her  first  child  was  born,  on  the  eighteenth  of  February, 
1859.  Near  the  close  of  April,  1859,  she  returned  to  Plain- 
field  with  her  husband  and  infant,  and  went  to  reside  with 
her  mother-in-law,  Mrs.  Maria  E.  Berckmans,  both  families 
using  in  common  a  parlor  adjoining  the  main  hall  of  the 
house,  upon  the  first  or  lower  floor.  Dr.  Titsworth,  with 
whom  the  adultery  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed,  was  a 
physician  practising  in  Plainfield.  He  was  a  married  man, 
over  forty  years  of  age,  a  father,  and  the  member  of  a  Chris- 
tian church.  He  had  been  the  physician  of  Mrs.  Berckmans 
before  her  marriage.  He  was  called  to  attend  her  after  her 
return  from  the  south,  and  did  so  at  the  house  of  the  mother- 
in-law.  No  particular  intimacy  is  shown  to  have  existed 
l)etween  them  at  this  period,  except  from  the  evidence,  of 
Mrs.  Maria  E.  Berckmans  herself.  There  is  not  in  the  evi- 
dence a  whisper  unfavorable  to  the  reputation  of  either  of 
these  parties,  or  to  the  character  of  their  intercourse,  except 
from  the  lips  of  the  mother-in-law.  Is  it  probable,  under 
such  circumstances,  that  the  parties  would  have  committed 
so  gross  an  act  of  adultery  in  broad  daylight,  in  the  parlor 
occupied  in  common  by  two  families,  under  the  very  eye  of 
the  mother-in-law,  exposed  to  observation  from  without, 
with  an  open  window  into  the  green-house,  liable  to  the  prying 
curiosity  or  casual  observation  of  servants,  and  in  a  situation 
where,  if  the  parlor  door  was  opened,  escape  from  detection 
was  impossible  ?    Would  the  physician  have  thus  foolishly 
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hazarded  his  reputation?  Would  a  young  wife,  who  had 
been  married  but  a  few  months,  have  thus  madly  hazarded 
reputation,  character,  independence,  social  position,  and  all 
that  she  had  gained  by  her  marriage  ? 

Nor  does  the  conduct  of  the  mother-in-law  appear  to  me 
consistent  or  reconcilable  with  her  knowledge  of  the  infi- 
delity of  her  daughter-in-law.    Her  son  was  an  only  child,  in 
whose  welfare  she  must  have  felt  the  deepest  interest.     So 
long  as  the  infidelity  of  his  wife  was  a  matter  of  doubt  or 
suspicion,  she  would  naturally  have   remained  silent,  and 
confined  her  suspicions  to  her  own  breast.     But  when  she 
had  been  herself  an  eye  witness  of  her  guilt,  when  she  knew 
with  absolute  certainty  the  unfaithfulness  of  the  wife  and  the 
dishonor  of  her  only  son,  it  seems  but  natural  that  she  should 
have  made  some  efibrt  to  reclaim  or  restrain  the  wife,  or  at 
least  to  assure  the  son  of  the  wrong  he  was  suffering,  that 
he  might  guard  against  its  continuance.     She  disliked  the 
daughter-in-law.     She  was  opposed  to  her  marriage  to  her 
son.     She  refused  to  be  present  at  the  wedding.     She  natu- 
rally preferred  that  her  son  should  marry  one  of  her  own 
nation,  of  her  own  religious  faith,  and  of  his  own  sphere  in 
life.     He  did  neither.     Regarding  the  daughter-in-law  as  an 
alien  to  her  race,  as  a  heretic  in  religion,  and  probably  as  a 
dishonor  to  her  family,  it  was  natural  that  the  mother  should 
entertain  for  her  the  most  unfriendly  feelings.    She  avows 
frankly  that  she  disliked  her  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  and 
that  her  dislike  increased.  There  was  obviously  no  sympathy 
or  kindly  feeling  existing  between  them.  The  daughter-in-law 
was  tolerated  under  the  mother's  roof  for  the  son's  sake,  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  she  ever  received  from  her  a  word  of 
kindness  or  sympathy.     There  was  no  feeling  of  kindness  to 
restrain  the  disclosure  of  the  wife's  infidelity.     It  is  in  evi- 
dence that  the  wife  was  treated  by  the  mother-in-law  with 
unkindness,  if  not  with  cruelty.     She  threatened,  as  she  ad- 
mits, for  unguarded,  perhaps  disrespectful  language  on  the 
part  of  the  wife,  to  drive  her  from  her  house.     She  charged 
her  in  the  hearing  of  her  servants  with  tjieft,  and  yet  she 
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admits  that  she  never  charged  her  with  adultery,  nor  sought 
to  turn  her  from  her  house  on  that  account.  It  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  the  mother-in-law,  on  the  first  of 
January,  1860,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  guilt  of  her  son's 
wife — witnessed  by  herself  in  June — confirmed  by  what  she 
saw  in  October,  went  to  Georgia  on  a  visit  to  her  husband, 
leaving  her  son  in  possession  of  the  house,  and  the  wife  in 
charge  of  the  establishment,  without  a  word  of  remonstrance 
to  the  wife,  or  of  caution  to  her  son,  or  even  of  information 
to  her  own  husband.  The  son  having  removed  to  another 
residence  during  the  absence  of  the  mother  in  Georgia,  and 
the  wife  having  given  birth  to  a  second  child  in  April,  re- 
turned to  the  mother's  house,  with  her  consent  and  approba- 
tion, in  September,  where  she  remained  until  she  abandoned 
him  for  alleged  misconduct.  Even  after  the  wife  had  left 
her  husband,  the  mother-in-law  declared  that  her  doors,  were 
open  to  the  daughter-in-law  if  she  chose  to  return.  Now, 
that  a  mother,  a  woman  of  wealth  and  of  respectable  social 
position,  should  so  have  demeaned  herself,  seems  to  me  in 
the  highest  degree  unnatural  and  improbable.  Her  love  for 
her  son,  her  dislike  for  his  wife,  her  regard  for  her  own  repu- 
tation and  that  of  her  family,  would  have  prompted  her  to 
speak  and  to  act.  But  for  fifteen  months  not  one  word  of 
friendly  warning  to  the  son,  not  one  word  of  kindly  remon- 
strance, or  indignant  rebuke,  or  angry  condemnation  to  the 
daughter-in-law,  escapes  her  lips.  She  quietly  submits  to 
have  her  house  turned  into  a  brothel,  and  to  have  a  foul  blot 
inflicted  upon  the  honor  and  reputation  of  her  family.  It 
would  be  a  reflection  upon  the  witness  to  credit  her  state- 
ment that  she  saw  what  she  now  imagines,  or  says  she  saw, 
or  believed  what  she  now  professes  to  believe.  There  is  no 
evidence  at  the  time  of  this  transaction,  or  until  the  follow- 
ing year,  of  any  intimacy  between  the  wife  and  Dr.  Tits- 
worth.  He  testifies  (and  so  is  his  account)  that  he  visited 
the  house  twice  in  May,  on  the  twenty-fifth  and  twenty-sixth, 
to  vaccinate  the  child,  and  that  he  did  not  visit  the  house 
again  professionally  until  September,  and  no  witness  has 
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been  called  to  show  that  he  was  there.  He  says  that  he  was 
in  the  hous^  but  once  in  the  month  of  June,  when  he  called 
to  procure  the  scab  from  the  arm  of  the  child,  and  that  he 
did  not  then  see  Mrs.  Berckmans,  but  the  servant  only. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  do  not  think  the  testimony  of 
Mrs.  Berckmans,  uncorroborated  and  unsupported  as  it  is, 
suflBcient  to  establish  the  charge  of  adultery,  against  the  full 
and  explicit  counter  testimony  of  the  defendant  herself,  and 
of  Dr.  Titsworth. 

II.  The  direct  evidence  of  guilt  having  failed,  the  com- 
plainant's case  must  rest  upon  the  circumstantial  evidence 
adduced  in  its  support.  It  is  clearly  not  necessary  that  the 
offence  should  be  proved  in  time  and  place.  The  mind  of 
the  court  must  be  satisfied  that  actual  adultery  has  been 
committed,  but  if  the  circumstances  establish  the  fact  of 
general  cohabitation  it  is  enough,  although  the  court  may  be 
unable  to  decide  at  what  time  the  offence  was  committed. 
Loveden  v.  Lovederiy  2  Hagg.  C.  R.  1]  Hamerton  v.  Havier- 
ton,  2  Hagg.  J?.  i2.  8 ;  Grant  v.  Grant,  2  Curties  16 ;  Bishop 
m  M,  and  i).,  §  422. 

The  first  of  the  chain  of  circumstances  relied  upon  in  proof 
of  the  general  cohabitation  of  the  parties,  is  the  length  and 
frequency  of  the  doctor  s  visits  to  her. 

This  evidence  covers  a  period  of  about  five  months,  from 
the  last  of  March,  or  first  of  April,  to  the  first  of  September, 
1860,  during  the  period  that  the  complainant  lived  in  his 
brother  Prosper  s  house,  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  road,  and 
a  short  distance  from  his  mother's.  Five  witnesses  testify 
upon  this  point.  One  of  these  witnesses,  John  Simpson, 
speaks  of  Dr.  Titsworth  visiting  the  house  frequently  between 
the  first  of  January  and  March.  He  thinks  the  complainant 
removed  into  the  house  on  the  first  of  January.  In  this  he 
is  clearly  mistaken.  The  complainant  did  not  remove  into 
his  brother's  house  until  late  in  March,  a  few  days  before  the 
return  of  his  mother  from  Georgia.  So  she  testifies,  and  so 
the  evidence  in  the  case  clearly  shows.     After  the  first  of 
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April,  the  witness  knew  of  his  making  from  five  to  ten  visits 
of  from  half  an  hour  to  an  hour's  duration.  Elizabeth  Ran- 
dall testifies  to  his  making  one  visit  of  three  hours  duration 
in  June.  John  Thys,  who  was  in  the  complainant's  employ 
as  a  laborer  four  or  five  days,  but  not  consecutively,  in  June, 
testifies  that  every  day  he  was  there,  the  doctor  visited  at 
Mr.  Berckmans  between  nine  and  twelve  in  the  morning, 
while  Mr.  Berckmans  was  absent  from  home.  Jacob  V. 
Coles  and  Jane  Gwynn  also  testify  to  frequent  visits,  some- 
times four  or  five  times  a  week,  sometimes  twice  a  day,  some- 
times an  hour  in  length,  and  on  one  occasion  over  two  hours. 
The  frequency  and  length  of  these  visits,  especially  in  the 
absence  of  the  husband,  without  explanation,  would  certainly 
justify  grave  suspicions.  But  it  is  shown  that  Mrs.  Berck- 
mans was  confined  with  her  second  child  on  the  third  of 
April,  when  her  eldest  was  but  little  more  than  a  year  old, 
that  after  a  partial  recovery  she  suffered  a  relapse,  and  that 
she  continued  a  long  time  in  delicate  health,  having  the  care 
of  two  young  children,  without  a  professional  nurse.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  doctor's  account  book,  which  is  produced  in 
evidence,  that  he  visited  Mrs.  Berckmans  twice  in  March, 
previous  to  her  confinement,  that  he  delivered  her  of  a  child 
on  the  third  of  April,  that  during  the  month  of  April  his 
professional  visits  were  very  frequent,  and  that  they  con- 
tinued with  greater  or  less  frequency  during  the  summer. 
None  of  his  visits  were  made  secretly  or  at  unusual  times. 
The  only  circumstance  of  suspicion  is  that  they  were  long, 
and  generally  made  during  the  husband's  absence.  It  appears 
that  the  husband  was  absent  daily  at  the  seminary,  from 
nine  to  twelve  in  the  morning,  and  as  some  of  the  witnesses 
say,  in  the  afternoon  also.  The  visits  were  most  frequently 
made  in  the  morning  during  a  portion  of  the  day  usually  de- 
voted to  professional  visits.  It  should  therefore  excite  no 
remark,  that  it  occurred  during  the  absence  of  the  husband 
from  home.  The  professional  visits  of  physicians  to  the 
families  of  men  of  business  are  probably,  in  a  great  majority 
of  cases,  m  do  when  the  father  of  the  family  is  absent. 
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The  second  ground  of  suspicion  is,  that  there  were  re- 
peated interviews  between  the  defendant  and  Dr.  Titsworth 
at  her  mother's  house  in  the  evening,  that  she  was  once  or 
twice  at  his  oflice,  and  that  he  accompanied  her  home  on 
several  occasions,  her  husband  not  being  present.  This  oc- 
curred between  Saturday,  the  first  of  September,  1860,  when 
the  complainant  and  his  wife  removed  from  his  brother's 
house  to  his  mother's,  and  Wednesday,  the  nineteenth  of 
September,  when  the  wife  left  her  husband.  The  evidence 
upon  this  point  is  furnished  by  the  testimony  of  Dominic 
Canatta,  an  intimate  friend  of  the  husband,  who  as  he  alleges, 
for  his  own  satisfaction,  sometimes  alone,  and  sometimes  in 
company  with  the  husband,  was  engaged  in  watching  the 
movements  of  the  wife.  This  surveillance  of  the  wife  was 
instituted  by  the  witness  in  consequence  of  information  de- 
rived from  the  husband.  There  is  no  room  for  doubt,  that  all 
the  facts  within  the  knowledge  of  the  witness  were  communi- 
cated to  the  husband,  and  yet  the  friendly  relations  of  the 
husband  and  the  doctor  continued  until  after  the  wife  had 
left  her  husband.  If  the  conduct  of  the  wife  in  this  regard 
w^as  not  entirely  satisfactory  to  the  husband,  and  if  she  was 
not  fully  justified  by  the  reasons  which  she  assigns  for  it, 
which  I  do  not  propose  to  examine  in  detail,  it  is  at  least  ap- 
parent that  there  was  nothing  in  her  conduct  which  furnished 
to  the  husband,  or  which  can  furnish  to  the  court,  any  satis- 
factory evidence  of  her  guilt.  Every  fact  stated  by  the 
witness,  except  so  far  as  it  is  contradicted  or  satisfactorily  ex- 
plained by  other  evidence,  is  quite  consistent  with  the  purity 
and  innocence  of  the  wife. 

The  third  ground  of  suspicion  is,  examinations  of,  and 
operations  upon  the  person  of  the  wife,  with  electro  magnet- 
ism and  with  instruments,  in  September,  October,  and  No- 
vember, 1869.  The  details  of  these  operations  have  been 
introduced  into  the  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
they  were  unnecessarily  gross ;  being  indecent  liberties  with 
the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  indicative  of  sensual  feelings 
and  purposes  on  the  part  of  the  physician,  and  that  it  was  in 
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fact,  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  and  the  physi- 
cian to  procure  an  abortion.  That  the  physician  and  the 
wife  knew  that  she  was  pregnant.  That  it  was  probably  the 
result  of  their  illicit  intercourse,  and  that  they  feared  that 
the  appearance  of  the  child  might  furnish  some  evidence  of 
its  paternity.  The  two  theories  seem  quite  inconsistent.  If 
the  defendant  was  pregnant  by  the  physician,  if  there  is  the 
least  truth  in  the  evidence  of  Mrs.  Berckmans,  that  as  early 
as  June,  1859,  the  defendant  and  her  physician  were  in  the 
habit  of  adultery,  it  is  scarcely  credible  that  such  extra- 
ordinary expedients  would  have  been  resorted  to  for  the 
mere  gratification  of  sensual  feelings,  or  as  a  cover  for  in- 
decent liberties.  Nor  do  I  think  the  other  theory  at  all 
'warranted  by  the  evidence.  The  fact  is,  that  the  evidence 
upon  this  point  was  furnished  by  Dr.  Tits  worth  himself.  The 
nature  of  the  operation  appears  by  the  charges  upon  his  book 
of  account,  for  the  recovery  of  which  a  suit  had  been  instituted, 
and  a  copy  of  the  account  filed  with  the  justice.  That  ac- 
count was  in  the  hands  of  counsel,  before  and  at  the  exami- 
nation of  the  witness.  These  operations  were  all  conducted 
at  the  request  of  the  husband,  and  in  his  presence.  This 
fact  is  expressly  sworn  to  by  the  physician.  If  untrue,  it 
might  readily  and  effectually  have  been  contradicted  by  the 
husband.  The  account  given  by  the  physician  is,  that  he 
was  first  desired  to  ascertain  whether  the  wife  was  pregnant, 
and  that  fact  being  ascertained,  he  was  desired  to  produce 
an  abortion.  Fot  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  parties,  he 
used  an  instrument  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  procuring 
an  abortion,  but  without  any  real  intention  of  producing 
that  result.  Whatever  difficulties  may  lie  in  the  way  of  ac- 
cepting this  as  the  true  version  of  the  transaction,  they  ap- 
pear to  me  to  be  far  less  than  those  which  must  be  encountered 
by  adopting  the  theory  of  the  complainant's  counsel.  If  the 
doctor  really  wished  to  procure  an  abortion,  why  was  it  not 
eftected  ?  And  if  the  wife  consented,  why  was  the  husband's 
concurrence  at  all  necessary  ?  It  may  be  added,  that  how- 
ever immoral  or  unjustifiable  the  act  may  have  been,  the 
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desire  of  the  husband  and  wife  that  an  abortion  should  be 
procured,  does  not  appear  at  all  incredible.  The  wife  had 
very  recently  given  birth  to  a  child,  and  had  endured  great 
suffering  during  her  confinement. 

But  the  most  significant  of  all  the  circumstances  relied  on 
as  evidence  of  the  wife's  guilt,  is  the  participation  by  Dr. 
Titsworth  in  her  flight  from  the  husband's  house,  his  visiting 
her  in  New  York,  and  his  continued  intercourse  with  her 
after  her  return. 

There  is  little  or  no  dispute  as  to  the  facts  in  relation  to 
this  part  of  the  case.     The  real  question  is,  as  to  the  nature 
and  motives  of  the  flight  of  the  wife,  and  the  object  with 
which  the  assistance  was  rendered.     Was  it  the  flight  of  an 
adulteress  through  the  complicity  of  her  paramour  ?    Or  the 
flight  of  a  virtuous  wife  from  the  real  or  fancied  wrongs  of 
the  husband,  and  was  the  assistance  rendered  through  the 
mere  promptings  of  friendly  sympathy  ?    The  evidence  clearly 
shows  that  alienation  subsisted  between  the  husband  and 
wife,  from  causes  unconnected  entirely  with  the  wife's  rela- 
tions with  Dr.  Titsworth.     Of  the  long  continued  existence 
of  these  difficulties,  whatever  may  have  been  their  origin, 
there  is  no  question.     Of  the  discordant  relations  between 
the  wife  and  the  mother-in-law  we  have  already  spoken.    It 
is  obvious  that  the  wife  was  very  reluctant  to  return  to  live 
under  the  roof  of  the  mother-in-law.     She  did  return  on 
Saturday,  the  first  of  September.     On  Sunday  Mrs.  Marsh, 
the  mother  of  the  wife,  visited  the  daughter  at  the  house  of 
Mrs.  Berckmans,  the  mother-in-law.     She  was  ordered  to 
leave  the  house,  and  on  her  refusal  to  do  so,  the  husband, 
with  the  aid  of  two  men  who  had  been  procured  for  the  pur- 
pose, attempted  to  remove  her  by  force.     The  wife  interfered 
for  her  mother  s  protection.     A  violent  struggle  ensued,  in 
the  course  of  which  the  wife  and  the  mother  both  received 
injuries,  and  the  mother  was  compelled  to  leave  the  house. 
On  Monday,  the  wife  communicated  to  the  doctor  her  inten- 
tion of  leaving  her  husband,  if  she  could  take  her  children 
with  her.     On  Tuesday  she  consulted  counsel,  and  repeated 
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her  desire  to  leave  her  husband.  On  Wednesday  she  re- 
quested the  doctor  to  speak  to  a  magistrate  and  an  ofiScer  to 
help  her  away  with  her  children,  complaining  that  she  was 
unable  to  stay  any  longer  in  the  house,  and  that  she  was 
afraid  of  her  life.  At  her  request  the  magistrate  was  spoken 
to,  a  carriage  procured,  and  the  following  note  written  to 
the  wife : 

Wednesday,  4  p.  m. 

Mrs.  B.  I  have  seen  Esq.  R.,  and  he  thinks  the  better 
way  for  you  is  to  go  unprepared,  that  is,  without  making 
any  disturbance  or  exciting  alarm,  and  upon  more  mature 
reflection,  I  think  myself  that  will  be  best  and  certainly  the 
easiest.  For  instance,  let  Rickey  take  Gussie  riding  in  his 
wagon,  and  when  you  are  all  ready,  with  your  hoops  well 
laden  with  children's  clothing,  &c.,  then  tell  Rickey  to  draw 
him  to  the  front  gate,  and  Hennie  with  Nina,  quietly  but 
quickly  *  *  *  the  hot-house,  down  the  walk,  and  all  at  one 
move  get  into  a  carriage  all  ready,  and  *  *  at  Bonnell, 
taking  the  nrst  by-street  to  place  of  destination.  N.  B. 
Don^thave  the  children  dresse<l  different  from  common  daily 
dress;  if  you  do  it  will  foil  you.  Put  on  as  many  dresses 
and  clothing  as  you  Ciin  each,  and  attach  the  children's  cloth- 
ing to  skirts.  Be  assured  this  is  your  best  and  safest  course. 
I  will  see  Dr.  Sherman  or  Mrs.  S.,  and  have  them  drive  up 
and  stop  at  Bonnell,  after  the  first  train  arrives  this  p.  M.;  and 
then  if  E.  is  down  town,  as  he  frequently  is,  avail  yourself  of 
the  opportunity  and  slip,  and  don't  delay  too  long  about  your 
things,  but  go  with  them  if  you  can,  but  without  them  if  you 
c^n't.  A  Friend.  In  the  margin  was  written  :  I  must  see 
you  to  night,  it  may  be  the  last  op[)ortunity  in  a  long  while  ; 
don't  fail.     Let  no  one  read  this,  and  burn  it  immediately. 

In  accordance  with  this  arrangement,  the  wife  left  her 
husband's  home  on  the  nineteenth  of  September.  The  doc- 
tor saw  her  before  leaving  Plainfield,  prescribed,  and  gave 
medicine  for  her  children  who  were  sick.  The  wife  went  to 
New  York  with  her  children  and  remained  there  ten  days, 
then  returned  to  the  house  of  a  frien<l  near  Plainfield,  then  to 
her  mother's  house  where  she  continued  at  the  commencement 
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of  this  suit.     The  doctor  visited  her  twice  in  New  York,  as 

he  testifies,  at  the  request  of  the  mother  of  the  defendant,  to 

see  her  sick  children.     He  saw  her  again  after  her  return, 

and  continued  to  visit  her  up  to  the  time  of  bringing  the 

suit.     The  question  is  not  whether  the  defendant  left  her 

husband  for  a  justifiable  cause,  nor  whether  the  doctor  was 

justified  in  rendering  the  assistance  he  did.  The  simple  inquiry 

is,  whether  the  facts  afibrd  any  evidence  that  the  wife  was 

guilty  of  adultery,  and  that  the  doctor  was  her  paramour. 

I  ara  clear  that  they  furnish  no  evidence  of  adultery  on  the 

part  of  the  wife,  or  of  any  guilty  complicity  on  the  part  of 

Dr.  Titsworth. 

The  arrangements  for  her  departure,  the  consulting  of 
counsel,  the  appeal  to  a  magistrate,  her  manifest  anxiety 
respecting  her  children,  the  general  tone  of  the  letter,  are 
hH  I  think  utterly  repugnant  to  the  idea  of  the  flight  of  an 
adulteress  from  the  home  of  her  husband,  at  the  procurement 
or  with  the  connivance  of  a  paramour.  The  letter,  the  arrange- 
ments and  circumstances  of  the  transaction,  afford  convincing 
proof  that  the  wife  left  the  house  of  her  husband,  not  as  a 
^Timinal,  but  because  she  believed  (whether  right  or  wrong 
i^  immaterial)  that  she  had  justifiable  cause  for  her  departure. 
If  it  lie  conceded  that  the  flight  of  the  wife  was  without  any 
jnstifiable  cause,  and  the  aid  and  counsel  afforded  by  Dr. 
Titsworth  an  unwarrantable  interference,  it  does  not  ma- 
terially aid  the  complainant's  case. 

There  are  other  facts  in  evidence,  but  they  do  not  ma- 
terially vary  the  aspect  of  the  question.  Evidence  of  a 
bother's  errors  or  indiscretions  can  surely  be  no  evidence  of  a 
*»*ughter  8  guilt.  Exposure  to  contagion  is  no  proof  of  the 
^'^i^tence  of  disease,  though  it  may  render  its  occurrence  more 
proUble.  So  exposure  to  moral  contagion  may  render  the 
^xijiience  of  moral  guilt  more  probable,  but  it  will  not  justify 
^^^  court  in  abating  one  jot  of  the  evidence  requisite  to  prove 
Ji«-iual  guilt.  It  is  no  province  of  an  earthly  tribunal  to 
^''«'t  the  iniquities  of  parents  upon  their  children, 
^or  is  the  conduct  of  Dr.  Titsworth,  as  a  witness  before 
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the  magistrate,  competent  evidence  of  the  wife's  guilt.  It 
was  competent  only  as  it  tended  to  affect  the  credibility  of 
his  testimony.  Parol  evidence  of  the  declarations  of  a  parti- 
cepa  criminisy  even  though  he  had  confessed  his  guilt,  would 
not  have  been  competent  evidence  against  the  defendant. 

The  case  in  some  of  its  aspects  is  not  free  from  difficulty, 
and  my  mind  has  not  b(  en  free  from  doubt  during  the  pro- 
gress of  the  investigation,  but  after  the  most  anxious  consid- 
eration I  feel  that  those  doubts  can  only  be  safely  resolved 
in  favor  of  the  defendant's  innocence. 

To  establish  the  existence  of  adultery,  the  circumstances 
must  be  such  as  would  lead  the  guarded  discretion  of  a  rea- 
sonable and  just  man  to  that  conclusion.  It  must  not  be  a 
rash  and  intemperate  judgment,  moving  upon  appearances 
that  are  equally  capable  of  two  interpretations.  2  Haggard 
a  K  2]  2  Oreerd.  Ev.,  §  40 ;  Bishop  on  M,  ^  D,,  §  423. 

The  facts  proven  must  be  such  as  cannot  be  reconciled 
with  probability  and  the  innocence  of  the  parties.  Dailey  v. 
Dailei/,  Wright's  E.  514. 

Mere  imprudence,  indiscretion  or  folly,  is  not  conclusive 
evidence  of  guilt.  The  mind  of  the  court  must  be  satisfied 
that  there  was  an  intimacy  between  the  parties,  entirely  in- 
consistent with  the  duty  which  a  virtuous  wife  owes  to  her- 
self and  to  her  husband. 

Guided  by  these  principles,  I  do  not  feel  warranted  in  pro- 
nouncing the  defendant  guilty  of  adultery.  While  there  is 
much  in  her  conduct  to  regret  and  censure  as  indiscreet  and 
ill  advised,  I  do  not  find  in  the  evidence  satisfactory  proof  of 
guilt.  Where  the  conduct  of  a  party  admite  of  two  interpre- 
tations, equally  consistent  with  probability,  the  one  involving 
guilt  and  the  other  consistent  with  innocence,  the  rule  of 
evidence  as  well  as  the  dictates  of  justice,  require  that  the 
interpretation  should  be  favorable  to  innocence. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  complainant,  and  it  most 
be  clear  to  justify  the  court  in  condemning  a  young  wife  to  a 
life  of  dishonor,  and  her  children  to  shame. 

Every  material  circumstance  reUed-  on  as  presumptive  evi- 
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dence  of  guilt,  appears  to  me  equally  susceptible  of  an  inter- 
pretation consistent  with  probability  and  with  innocence. 

There  is  force  as  well  as  justice  in  the  suggestion  of 
counsel,  that  while  each  circumstance  standing  alone  may 
admit  of  explanation  and  fail  to  command  our  belief  of  the 
defendant's  guilt,  yet  the  case  is  to  be  decided  upon  a  view 
of  all  the  facts  combined,  and  that  when  they  are  grouped 
and  presented  in  one  view,  they  lead  irresistibly  to  the  con- 
viction of  the  defendant's  guilt.  I  have  re-read  and  considered 
the  evidence  in  that  aspect,  with  all  the  care  which  the  im- 
portance of  the  case  demands.  And  while  it  may  be  admitted 
that  there  are  grounds  for  doubt  as  to  the  innocence  of  the  de- 
fendant, there  are  controlling  circumstances  which  preclude 
a  conviction  of  guilt,  to  which  I  will  briefly  advert. 

At  the  very  threshold  of  the  inquiry  we  meet  the  signifi- 
cant fact,  that  the  bill  filed  by  the  complainant  in  this  Ciiuse 
is  virtually  a  defensive  m(»<i.sare.  The  defendant  left  her 
husband's  house  with  two  infant  children,  the  eldest  eighteen 
months  old,  a  poor  and  almost  friendless  woman,  on  the 
nineteenth  of  September,  1860,  and  found  shelter  under  her 
mother's  roof.  Within  two  months  she  filed  her  petition  for 
a  divorce,  on  the  ground  of  her  husband  s  cruelty.  She  ap- 
plied for  alimony,  and  exhibited  proofs  in  support  of  the  ap- 
plication. It  was  not  until  February  of  the  following  year 
that  the  husband  awoke  to  a  sense  of  his  wife's  guilt  and  his 
own  wrongs,  and  filed  his  bill  for  relief.  All  the  material 
facta  of  the  case  were  within  his  knowledge  before  the  wife 
had  commenced  proceedings  against  him.  His  mother  had 
told  him  that  she  had  with  her  own  eyes  witnessed  the  adul- 
terous intercourse.  He  knew  of  the  wife's  visits  to  her 
mother,  and  of  the  company  in  which  she  returned  to  his 
house  on  several  evenings  previous  to  her  flight.  He  had 
himself  traced  her  movements  with  the  assistance  of  his 
Italian  friend.  He  knew  of  the  physician's  visits,  both  in 
Plainfield  and  in  New  York,  and  yet  he  forbore  to  take  a 
step  for  the  vindication  of  his  injured  honor.  In  the  inves- 
tigation of  a  wife's  guilt,  the  conduct  of  the  husband  is  al- 
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ways  regarded  as  a  most  significant  circumstance,  and  one 
which  cannot  be  lost  sight  of.  So  long  as  there  is  reasonable 
doubt  of  her  guilt,  or  a  plausible  ground  for  a  hope  of  her 
innocence,  the  husband's  forbearance  is  both  excusable  and 
laudable.  But  when  he  holds  in  his  hands  what  he  claims 
to  be  satisfactory  proofs  of  her  guilt,  his  delay  to  prosecute 
is  strong  evidence  in  the  wife's  favor. 

But  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  husband's  conduct  is 
not  merely  negative.  There  is,  after  the  abandonment  and 
return  of  the  wife,  the  strongest  direct  evidence  of  his  un- 
shaken confidence  in  her  virtue.  It  is  proven  that  after  the 
wife's  return  in  October,  when  she  went  to  his  house  to  take 
away  her  things,  that  they  had  an  interview,  that  he  said 
he  was  sorry  for  what  had  happened,  and  that  if  she  kept 
herself  true  to  him  they  might  live  together  after  the  affair 
was  settled.  True,  this  evidence  comes  from  the  lips  of  the 
wife,  but  it  is  not  contradicted  by  the  husband.  It  was  a 
fact  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  parties  themselves, 
and  therefore,  if  untrue,  eminently  proper  that  he  should 
have  been  called  to  contradict  it.  Is  it  possible  that  the 
husband  who  uttered  that  language  could  have  believed  his 
wife  guilty?  Does  it  not  afford  the  strongest  incidental 
proof  of  a  fact  which  the  evidence  strongly  favors,  that  the 
trouble  between  these  parties  has  really  been  occasioned  by 
the  indiscretion  and  unwarranted  interference  of  others? 

Some  of  the  evidence  relied  on  as  proof  of  criminal  inter- 
course, points  to  a  period  of  time  when  the  wife  was  in  the 
last  stage  of  pregnancy ;  other  portions  of  it  to  periods  when 
she  had  just  given  birth  to  a  child,  during  the  period  of  her 
confinement  or  during  severe  illness,  or  the  illness  of  her 
children,  or  when  she  was  laboring  under  natural  and  severe 
mental  anxiety;  periods  certainly  when  sensual  indulgence 
would  not  be  anticipated. 

The  evidence  covers  a  period  of  four  and  a  half  years,  ex- 
tending from  the  marriage  of  the  parties  in  February,  1858, 
down  to  the  close  of  the  testimony  in  1862.  It  oovers  not 
only  their  entire  married  life,  but  the  period  of  eighteen 
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months  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit  and  the  taking  of  the 
the  testimony.  She  has  lived  much  of  that  time  in  the  house, 
and  under  the  eye  of  a  mother-in-law  who  freely  avows  her 
suspicions  and  dislike  of  the  defendant.  She  has  been  sur- 
rounded by  servants.  She  has  been  watched  by  spies,  and 
yet,  exclusive  of  the  two  acta  sworn  to  by  the  mother,  and 
which  have  already  been  disposed  of,  there  is  evidence  of  no 
stolen  interview ;  no  private  correspondence ;  no  amorous  or 
passionate  utterance;  no  expression  of  aflfection;  no  licen- 
tious expression  of  lip  or  eye ;  no  indecent  familiarity ;  no 
personal  freedom  (aside  from  the  performance  of  professional 
duties) ;  no  proximate  act,  leading  up  to  the  commission  of 
the'crime.  I  think  it  may  be  aflBrmed,  however  injudicious 
or  indiscreet  her  conduct  may  be  deemed,  there  is  no  one  well 
authenticated  act  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  inconsistent 
with  the  duty  which  a  virtuous  wife  owes  to  herself  and  to 
W  husband;  no  one  which  may  not  be  reconciled  with 
probability  and  with  innocence.  And  yet  the  theory  of  the 
^mplainant  is,  that  during  months  or  years,  the  wife  and 
^^r  alleged  paramour  were  pursuing  a  course  of  shameless 
adultery. 

In  order  to  prove  adultery  by  circumstantial  evidence,  two 

points  are  to  be  ascertained  and  established ;  the  opportunity 

^^^  the  crime,  and  the  will  to  commit  it.     Where  both  are 

^^blished,  the  court  will  infer  the  guilt.     The  radical  diffi- 

coity  yfiii^  the  complainant's  evidence  is,  that  while  it  estab- 

^^^e^  the  one,  it  utterly  fails  to  prove  the  other. 

I  Cannot  but  think  that  the  able  and  learned  counsel  of  the 

'^plainant,  in  their  conduct  of  the  evidence  and  argument 

^*^e  cause,  felt  the  full  pressure  of  this  difficulty.     Failing 

.  P^c)ve  a  blemish  in  her  reputation  or  a  stain  upon  her 

!^^^^t  they  prove  that  her  mother  had  been  divorced,  that 
®  "Visits  of  her  physician  are  too  frequent  and  too  long,  and 

^^»  having  no  father,  or  brother,  or  friend,  to  whom  she 
ulcj^  have  recourse,  she  resorted  to  that  physician  for  coun- 
^  ^i^d  gaidance,  when  she  was  about  to  fly  from  her  husband 

^^^  Kis  alleged  cruelty. 
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In  view  of  the  whole  testimony,  I  feel  constrained  to  say 
that  I  find  no  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  shall  decree  that  the  complainant's  bill  be  dismissed. 

Note.  Decree  unanimously  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, at  March  Term,  1864. 


Elbert  L.  Burnham  and  wife  vs.  Robert  Dallino. 

In  an  attempted  settlement  by  a  guardian  of  his  account,  either  under 
ihe  act  respecting  the  (Orphans  Court,  Nix.  Dig.  575,  or  under  the  act  rela- 
tive to  guardiann,  Nix.  Dig.  341,  there  must  be  a  compliance  with  the 
requirements  r  f  the  statute,  to  render  the  account  exhibited  by  the  guardian 
prima  facie  evidence  of  its  correctness,  and  to  impose  upon  the  ward  the 
burden  of  proving,  or  showing  the  falsiiy  or  injustice  of  any  item  of  the 
account,  to  which  he  may  afterwards  take  exceptions. 


The  case  was  heard  upon  bill  and  answer. 

Gilchrist,  for  complainants. 

The  order  of  the  Orphans  Court  was  void,  because  not 
pursuant  to  the  statute.     Gray  v.  Fox,  Saxton  260. 

Also  because  no  notice  was  given.  Nix,  Dig.  580,  §  24  ; 
Hess  V.  Cole,  3  Zab.  116,  125;  Boulton  v.  Scott's  AdmW,  2 
Greens  Ch.  Ji.  231 ;  Fennimore  v.  Fennimore,  Ibid.  292. 

Until  final  account,  this  court  will  treat  accounts  as  open. 
Merselis  v.  Exrs  of  Merselis,  3  Halst.  Ch.  B.  573 ;  Exton  v. 
Zule,  1  McCarter  501. 

Barkalow,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  by  husband  and  wife 
against  the  guardian  of  the  wife  for  a  discovery  and  an  ac- 
count. William  Bale,  the  father,  died  on  the  twenty-seventh 
of  September,  1849,  leaving  three  infant  children,  two  of 
whom  were  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years. 
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The  defendant  was  appointed  guardian  of  the  three  children 
by  the  Orphans  Court  of  Passaic  county,  in  March,  1850. 
In  October,  1853,  during  the  minority  of  the  wards  and  while 
they  were  living  under  his  guardianship,  the  guardian  filed 
his  account  in  the  surrogate's  office  of  the  county  of  Passaic, 
under  oath,  whereupon  the  following  order  was  made : 

Passaic  Orphans  Court,  October  Term,  1853. 

Robert  Dalling,  guardian  of  Eliza-  ) 
beth  Bale,  a  minor  under  twenty -one  >  Intermediate  account 
years  of  age.  J 

The  surrogate  having  audited  and  stated  the  account  of 
the  above  named  guardian,  and  placed  the  same  on  the  files 
of  his  office  twenty  days  previous  to  this  time,  and  being 
now  reported  tor  settlement,  the  same  is  in  all  things  allowed 
as  reported. 

The  only  question  submitted  for  decision  is,  whether  this 
settlement  can  be  regarded  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  the  charges  contained  therein,  so  as  to  render  it 
incumbent  upon  the  ward  to  prove  or  show  the  falsity  or  in- 
justice thereof. 

It  is  admitted  that  no  notice  was  given  of  the  settlement 
by  public  advertisement,  as  was  required  by  the  statute, 
upon  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  executors,  administra- 
tors, guardians  and  trustees,  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  set- 
tlement. 

Nor  was  any  citation  issued  to  the  wards  to  appear  at  the 
said  Orphans  Court,  aa  required  by  law.    Nix.  Dig,  580,  §  24. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  attempted  settlement  of  the  guardian's 
accounts  was  not  made  in  compliance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  statute,  and  that  the  decree  of  allowance  is  nugatory 
and  void,  as  against  the  wards. 

Nor  can  the  exhibition  and  filing  of  the  account,  and  the 
allowance  of  it  by  the  court,  be  of  any  avail  against  the  ward 
under  the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  relative 
to  guardians.    Nix.  Dig.  341.    The  proceeding  was  not  cou- 

VOL.  I.  N 
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ducted  ill  accordance  with  the  requirement  of  that  act.  No 
notice  by  public  advertisement  or  citation  of  the  ward  is  re- 
quired. The  account  is  not  to  be  audited  or  stated  by  the 
surrogate.  No  decree  of  allowance  is  to  be  made.  There  is 
in  lact  no  settlement  of  the  account  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statutes  directing  and  regulating  the  settlement  of  the 
accounts  of  trustees  and  guardians.  The  account  of  the 
guardian  is  to  be  exhibited  under  oath,  to  be  examined  by 
the  court,  or  by  such  person  or  persons  as  thc^y  shall  appoint, 
and  being  found  and  certified  or  reported  to  be  ju'operly  an<l 
fairly  stated,  and  the  articles  thereof  to  be  supported  and 
justifitid  by  the  vouchers,  and  the  report,  in  case  of  a  refer- 
ence, being  approved  and  confirmed  by  the  court,  is,  with 
such  certificate  or  confirmation,  to  be  entered  ot  record  in  a 
book  to  be  kept  by  the  clerk  for  that  purpose.  It  is  obvious 
that  the  proceeding  in  the  Orphans  Court  wa*s  not  conducted 
in  reference  to  these  requirements.  There  is  no  certificate 
that  the  accounts  were  examined  l>y  the  court,  or  that  they 
were  found  to  be  properly  and  fairly  stated,  and  the  items 
thereof  supported  and  justified  by  the  vouchers.  Nor  is  there 
any  order  directing  it  to  l.)e  recorded.  It  is  only  a  compli- 
ance with  these  requirements  that  renders  the  account  thus 
exhibited  by  the  guardian  prhna  facie  evidence  of  its  correct- 
ness, and  imposes  ui)on  the  ward  the  burden  of  proving  or 
showing  the  falsity  or  injustice  of  any  itxim  of  the  account 
to  which  he  may  afterwards  Uike  exceptions. 

In  taking  and  stating  the  accounts  of  the  guardian,  the 
attempted  settlement  in  the  Orphans  Court  not  having  been 
made  as  required  by  law,  cannot  be  regarded  as  presumptive, 
and  much  less  as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  truth  of  any  of 
the  charges  contained  therein. 

From  the  view  which  has  been  taken  of  the  case,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  exi)ress  any  opinion  upon  the  question  sug- 
gested upon  the  argument,  how  far  any  settlement  maxle  by 
a  guardian  of  his  accounts  during  the  minority  of  his  wards 
and  the  continuance  of  his  guardianship,  will  be  regarded  iu 
a  court  of  equity  as  binding  upon  the  infants. 
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Garret  R.  Hopper  vs.  John  I.  Hopper. 

1.  \\  here  a  contract  is  certain  afldifait-  in  all  itsi^wts,  and  for  an  ado-. 


quate  consideration,  and  thejj^^^^'iife^^tB^nTorcement  has  held  him' 
self  ready  to  pMfpnCftX^nm li g  to  it^t%rm^>^ithout  default  on  his  part 
and  hA  JeejArp^rPhi  his  appUpfttionfoj^j^^ief,  a  court  of  equity  will 
decrei/jflBfStt^performanc^i'rthe  coTftract.  as  a  matter  of  course. 

2.  It  constitutes  no  objection  to  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  that 
the  application  is  made  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  pitrchante  money,  and 
not  to  compel  a  delivery  of  the  title. 

3.  The  doctrine  is  well  established  that  the  remedy  is  mutual,  and  that 
the  vendor  may  maintain  his  bill  in  ftll  cases  where  tlie  purchaser  could 
8U0  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement. 

4.  Mere  pecuniary  inability  to  fulfill  an  engagement  does  not  discharge 
the  obligation  of  the  contract,  nor  does  it  constitute  any  defence  to  a  de- 
cree for  sjvecific  performance. 

5.  Where  the  contract  is  not  capable  of  being  performed  by  reason  of 
some  difficulty  inherent  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract,  a  specific 
performance  will  not  be  decreed. 


t       / 


The  case  was  heard  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs. 
C  H.  Voorhis,  for  complainant. 
IToftjir^,  for  defendant. 


Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  by  a  vendor  to  enforce 
specific  performance  of  a  contract,  fr^r  fho  pny^^lmAA  nnd 
sale  of  real  estate.  The  contract  is  in  writing,  and  bears 
date  on  the  tenth  of  June,  1862^  By  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, the  complainant  agreed  to  convey  to  the  defendant  a 
tract  of  land  coptaining  aivty  nprp,Sj  more  or  l^sSj  for  the 
consideration  of  $36(XLfive  hundred  dollars  to  be  paid  in 
cash  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  July  then  next^and  $3100,  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  money,  to  be  secured  by  bond  and 
mortgage,  payable  on  the  first  of  May  then  next,  with  interest 
irom  the  first  day  of  November. 

The  contract  ia  cfirta,in  and  ^Q^v^^*»-»ULJtj>  partAj  and  is  for 
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"•  an  adequate  consideration.  The  complainant  was  in  no  de- 
fault  rpon  his  part_  Ho  proffered  himsel?  ready  and  willin>y 
to  perform  the  contract,  according  to,ils_L£i-nis.  He  tendered 
a  deed  and  the  possession  of  thcjiremises.     He  made  prompt 

I  application  for  relief  by  filing  his  bill  in  this  court,    f  ]JndeA 

I  such  circumstances  it  is  as  much  a  matter  of  course  for  courts! 

n  of  equity  to  decree  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  as  \ 

-^it  is  for  a  court  of  law  to  give  damages  for  the  breach  of  it.  j 
IlaU  V.    ^VarrcnJ  9   Vcsey  608;  Gtecuaway  v.  Adxima^  12 
Vcsey  395,  400;  1  Story  8  Eq,  Jur,,  §  751,  §  771. 

"y  It  constitutes  no  objection  to  the  relief  prayed  for,  that  the 
application  is  made  by  the  vendor  to  enforce  the  payment  i 
of  the  purchase  money,  and  not  by  the  vendee  to  compel  aj 

.   delivery  of  the  title.     The  vendor  has  not  a  complete  remedy 

j  at  law.     Pecuniary  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract 

is  not  what  the  comjilainaiit  asks,  or  is  entitled  to  receive  at 

r  Lthe  hnnds  of  a  court  of  equity.     llc_asks  to  receive  tlie  price 

I  stipulated  to  be  paid  in  lieu  of  the  land.  The  doctrine  is 
well  established  that  the  remedy  is  mutual,  and  that  the 
vcjidor  may  maintain  his  bill  in  all  aises  where  the  purchaser 

Wcoiild  sue  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement.  Lewis 
v.  Lord  Leckm-crCy  10  Mod.  503 ;  Walked  v.  Lantern  Counties 
Ilailway  Co.,  6  Hare  594  ;  Fnj  on  Spec.  Perf.y  §  23.     '  • 

The  only  ground  of  defence  suggested  by  the  answer  or  by 
the  evidence,  is  the  inability  of  the  defendant  to  perform  the 
contra^'t  by  making  payment  of  the  $500,  agreed  to  be  paid 
on  the  fifteenth  of  July.     The  allegation  is,  that  he  entered 
into  the  agreement  in  good  faith,  expecting  to  get  the  money 
from  his  wife  to  make  the  payment  on  the  contract     That  he 
8oon  after  ascertained  that  his  wife  would  not  let  him  have 
the  money.     That  he  had  it  not  himself  and  was  unable  to 
get  it  of  any  one  else,  and  was  therefore  unable  to  comply^ 
with  his  agreement.     It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  th^ 
wife  was  aware  of  the  husband's  intention  to  make  the  pui^ 
chase,  that  she,  with  her  husband,  visited  and  examine 
the  premises,  and  that  the  final  arrangement  for  the  execi 
tion  of  the  contract  was  made  in  her  presence  and  with  ' 
approbation.    If  the  wife  afterwards  changed  her  mind 
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refused  to  advance  the  funds  to  aid  in  making  the  purchase, 
there  are  strong  reasons  for   believing  that  it  was  at  the 
husband's  instariife  and  procurement.     But  if  the  fact  be 
otherwise,  and  the  truth  be  as  alleged  in  the  answer,  that 
the  wife  refused  to  advance  the  money  and  the  husband  was 
unable  to  procure  it  elsewhere,  it  constitues  no  defence  to 
the  bill.     The  case  made  by  the  answer  is  simply  inability 
on    the  part   of  tjie   defendant   to   meet   his   engagement, 
^^hother  he  relied,  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract,  upon 
obtaining  the  means  of  fulfilling  it  from  his  wife's  property, 
0^  from  a  third  party,  or  from  his  own  resources,  can  make 
^^^  diflerence.  I  Mere  pecuniary  inability  to  fulfill  an  engage- 
^^iSHt  does  not  discharge  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  noi*  f\f 
(loQts^ifc  constitute  any  defence,  either  at  law  or  in  equity^^o    _ 
^  4gcree  for  performance!    The  complainant  is  entitled  to 
"^^  decree.     Whether  the' defendant  will  be  able  to  satisfy 
'^^  claim  or  to  perform  the  decree,  will  be  ascertained  here- 
aiter.    IWhere  the  contract  is  not  capable  of  being  performed    |# 
-pLj'eaaon  of  some  difiicnlty  inherent  in  the  subject  matter  qi' 
ilg^con tract,  as  where  the  title  of  the  grantor  to  the  thing.    *. 
,^t>o   conveyed   fails,  ft  .^ppi^ifip.  pprfm-m.-mfP   will  r\Q\,  bfi  d?-.- 
J^SSUi   The  court  will  not  make  an  order  obviously  nugatory./ 
/^^  this  is  not  to  be  confounded  with  alleged  or  actual  ina- 
'*^ity  on  the  part  of  the  contracting  party  from  want  of  pe- 
^"Jiary  means  to  fulfill  his  engagement. 

-^or  is  the  case  exposed  to  the  objection  which  lies  to  a 

'^^crree  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  made  by  a 

^^« »a.ud  to  convey  land,  the  title  to  which  is  in  the  wife,  or 

^^loli  is  subject  to  her  dower.     There  the  very  strong  objec- 

^  ^^    exists  that  the  decree  of  the  court  lays  the  strongest 

_^J^^traint  upon  the  wife  to  part  with  the  title  to  her  land, 

f^^ch  the  wisdom  of  the  law  luis  declared  shall  not  bo  aliened 

^hout  her   free  and  voluntary  consent.     The   decree   of 

.   ~  ^'ourt  cannot  be  executed  without  the  wife  parts  with  the 

^   to  her  land.     It  operates  cx-ncccuHtate  as  a  constraint 

^fj^^  the  freedom  of  her  will.    1  Story  s  Eq,  Jui\,  §  731,  734 ; 

^^^  V.  Pavl,  2  Siookt.  401. 
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But  in  the  present  case  no  such  necessity  exists.  There  is 
no  moral  impossibility  of  the- husband's  executing  the  con- 
tract without  the  aid  of  the  wife.  If  she  ^1  not  furnish  the 
means,  he  may  procure  it  elsewhere. 

The  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  decree. 


The  Morris  County  Bank  vs.  The  Rockaway  Manufac- 
turing CoMrANY. 

'  1.  A  lien  claim  61ed  upon  separate  buildings  and  upon  distinct  \o\fi  of 
land,  without  appoitioning  the  cla.m  and  designating  specifically  the 
amount  claimed  upon  each,  is  not  a  compliance  witii  the  statute  {Nix.  Dig. 
524),  and  must  be  postponed  to  the  claims  of  other  encumbrancers. 

2.  Nor  does  it  remedy  the  objection,  that  it  appears  by  the  evidence  that 
the  claim  may  be  apportioned  between  the  different  buildings  in  propor- 
tion to  the  value  of  the  materials  used  in  the  construction  ol  each  of  them. 

3.  A  claim,  not  filed  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  htatute,  con- 
stitutes no  encumbrance  upon  the  prcuiiHes. 

4.  A  judgment  at  law  entered  upon  the  lien,  the  lien  claim  not  having 
been  filed  pursuant  to  the  statute,  gives  it  no  priority  in  payment^  nor  any 
advantage  over  lieos  upon  which  judgment  has  not  been  rendered. 


The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  to  foreclose  two  mortgages 
on  certain  real  estate  of  the  Rockaway  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, The  main  controversy  was  in  regard  to  the  validity 
and  priority  of  sundry  lien  claims  for  labor  and  materials 
furnished  in  the  erection  and  repairing  of  certain  buildings 
on  the  mortgaged  premises.  An  opinion  was  delivered  at 
February  Term,  1862.*  But  the  mind  of  tJbe  court  being  iu 
doubt,  as  to  whether,  under  our  statute,  a  lien  claim  could 
be  filed  to  include  several  buildings,  or  buildings  standing 
upon  distinct  lots  of  ground,  without  specifying  what  portioa 
of  the  debt  is  claimed  as  a  lien  upon  each  building,  the  Chan- 
cellor reserved  his  opinion  upon  that  question,  and  ordered 

*  1  McCarUr  189. 
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a  reference  to  a  master  to  ascertain  and  report  the  amount  and 
priority  of  the  respective  claims  and  encumbrances,  and  to 
report  more  definitely  the  situation  of  the  diflFerent  buildings, 
the  manner  of  using  the  same,  and  the  proportion  of  labor 
and  materials  furnished  by  the  several  lien  claimants  for 
the  respective  buildings. 

The  master's  report,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  decretal 
order,  is  as  follows : 

In  pursuance  of  a  decretal  order  of  this  court  made  in  the 
above  cause,  and  bearing  date  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  July, 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
sixty- two,  by  which  it  was,  among  other  things,  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  subscriber, 
one  of  the  masters  of  said  court,  to  ascertain  and  report  the 
full  amount  due  to  the  defendant,  John  I.  Blair,  and  to  the 
complainants  on  their  several  mortgages  in  said  order  referred 
to ;  also,  the  amount  due  to  the  defendant,  Julius  Decasse  and 
the  other  claimants  mentioned  in  said  order  and  in  the  plead- 
ings in  said  cause,  whether  by  judgment  or  mechanics  liens; 
and  whereby  also,  the  said  master  was  directed  to  inquire 
the  relative  value  of  the  steel  furnace  and  buildings,  whereon 
Haid  Julius  Decasse  claims  a  specific  lien,  and  of  the  undi- 
vided half  of  the  steel  furnace  tract,  claimed  as  the  curtilage 
thereof,  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  the  other  undivided  half  of 
the  steel  furnace  tract  and  the  other  buildings  thereon,  on 
the  other ;  and  whereby  also,  the  said  master  was  directed  to 
ascertain  and  report  to  the  court  the  situation  of  the  different 
properties,  mills,  furnaces,  and  buildings  embraced  within  and 
u^»on  the  said  rolling  mill  tract  and  steel  furnace  tract,  and 
the  manner  of  using  the  same,  whether  as  separate  proper- 
ties or  factories,  or  as  one  factory  and  estalishment,  and  also 
^Ji  what  manner  and  proportion  the  several  lien  claimants 
have  furnished  labor  or  materials  for  the  several  properties, 
"Gildings,  &c.;  and  that  the  said  master  do  make  a  separate 
^Port  in  reference  to  said  matters,  &c. 

^^0  resp^jctfully  report  to  the  Chancellor  that  I  have  been 
^tttnJed  by  the  solicitor  of  the  complainants  and  also  by  the 
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solicitors  of  several  of  the  defendants  in  said  cause,  and  that 
I  have  taken  the  depositions  of  witnesses  in  reference  to  the 
several  matters  so  referred  to  me,  which  depositions  are 
hereto  annexed,  and  after  hearing  and  considering  the  evi- 
dence taken  before  me,  and  also  examining  the  evidence  here- 
tofore taken  in  this  cause  and  the  exhibits  made  therein,  I 
do  respectfully  report,  that  there  is  due  to  the  defendant, 
John  I.  Blair,  at  the  date  hereof,  for  principal  and  interest 
on  his  said  bond  and  mortgage  mentioned  in  said  order,  and 
which  have  been  presented  and  oflFered  in  evidence  before  me 
in  his  behalf,  and  have  been  marked  by  me  Exhibits  A  and 
Bf  the  sum  of  $2870.66,  as  will  more  fully  and  particularly 
appear  by  reference  to  Schedule  Ay  hereto  annexed,  which  I 
desire  to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  this  report.  I  do  further 
report,  that  there  is  due  to  the  complainants  at  the  date 
hereof,  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  bond  and  mortgage 
held  by  them,  made  by  Freeman  Wood  and  wife  to  Theodore 
T.  Wood,  heretofore  offered  in  evidence  in  this  cause,  and 
marked  Exhibits  TF 1  and  TF  2,  the  sum  of  $29,793.33,  as  will 
more  particularly  appear  by  reference  to  Schedule  By  hereto 
annexed,  which  I  also  desire  to  be  taken  as  a  part  of  my  re- 
port. I  do  further  report,  that  there  is  due  to  the  complain- 
ants, at  the  date  hereof,  for  principal  and  interest  on  the 
mortgage  given  by  The  Rockaway  Manufacturing  Company 
to  the  complainants,  bearing  date  on  the  twenty- second  day  of 
February,  1856,  heretofore  offered  in  evidence  in  this  cause, 
and  marked  as  Exhibit  W  4,  on  the  part  of  the  complainants, 
the  sum  of  $35,438.93,  as  will  moi-e  fully  and  particularly  ap- 
pear by  reference  to  Schedule  Q  hereto  annexed.  I  do  further 
report,  that  there  is  due  to  the  defendant,  Julius  Decasse,  on 
the  lien  claimed  by  him  in  his  answer  filed  in  this  cause,  for 
principal  and  interest  at  the  date  hereof,  the  sum  of  $4954.97, 
as  will  more  fully  appear  by  Schedxde  D,  hereto  annexed. 
And  I  do  further  report,  that  although  depositions  have  been 
taken  at  the  instance  of  the  complainants,  as  to  what  is  the 
proper  and  necessary  curtilage  to  the  steel  furnace,  on  which 
the  said  Julius  Decasse  claims  a  lien,  I  have  not  regarded  that 
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part  of  said  order  of  reference  which  directed  me  to  report  in 
what  manner  and  proportion  the  several  lien  claimants  have 
furnished  labor  or  materials  for  the  said  several  properties  and 
buildings,  as  applying  to  the  said  claim  of  said  Decasse,  but 
have  regarded  said  order  as  sustaining  his  said  claim  of  lien 
as  made  by  him.     I  do  further  report,  that  there  is  due  at 
the  date  hereof  to  the  defendant,  Freeman  Wood,  upon  the 
judgment  recovered  by  him  against  The  Rockaway  Manufac- 
turing Company,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  Mor- 
ris, on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  October,  1857,  of  which 
judgment  an   exhibit  was   heretofore   made  in  this   cause 
(marked  Exhibit  C  29)  the  sum  of  $3489.98,  as  will  more 
fully  appear  by  reference  to  Schedvle  E,  hereto  annexed,  and 
made  a  part  of  this  report.     And  I  do  further  report,  that 
said  Freeman  Wood  furnished  materials  for  the  steel  furnace, 
mentioned  in  said  order,  to  the  amount  of  $1528.25,  and  for 
the  rolling  mill  to  the  amount  of  $4862.76,  upon  which 
demands  generally  various  payments  were  made  by  The  Rock- 
away Manufacturing   Company,  and   said  payments  were 
credited  generally  upon  said  account,  and  that  said  judgment 
Was  obtained  by  said  Freeman  Wood  for  a  general  balance 
due  to  him  on  said  account.     And  I  do  further  report,  that 
in  my  opinion  it  is  just  and  equitable  that  the  judgment  of 
said  Freeman  Wood  should  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale  of  the  said  rolling  mill  and  steel  furnace  property  in  the 
same  proportion  as  he  originally  furnished  materials  for  said 
respective  properties,  and  claimed  liens  thereon,  and  that 
tboxefore  the  sum  of  $834.54  should  be  considered  a  lien  on 
^^  steel  furnace  property,  and  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  tie  sale  thereof;  and  the  sum  of  $3489.98  should  be  con- 
sidered as  a  lien  upon  the  rolling  mill  property  and  paid  out 
of    "the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof.     I  do  further  report, 
^^t  there  is  due  at  the  date  hereof,  to  the  defendant,  Stephen 
Lyon,  upon  the  judgment  recovered  by  him  against  The 
^oclsaway  Manufacturing  Company,  as  his  claim  of  lien  in 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  said  county  of  Morris,  on  the  twenty- 
fifth  day  of  September,  1856,  the  sum  of  $616.57,  as  will 
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more  fully  appear  by  reference  to  Scliedule  F,  hereto  annexed, 
and  made  a  part  of  this  report.  And  I  do  further  report  in 
reference  to  said  claim,  that  it  appears  by  the  claim  of  lien 
made  an  exhibit  in  this  cause  by  said  defendant,  that  the 
whole  amount  of  labor  done  and  performed  by  him  for  The 
Rockaway  Manufacturing  Company,  at  the  said  steel  furnace 
and  at  the  said  rolling  mill,  amounted  to  $1109.47';  that 
several  payments  were  made  to  him  and  credited  gen(?rally 
on  his  said  account,  and  his  judgment  was  recovered  for  the 
general  balance  due  him  on  said  account;  and  that  it  does 
not  appea'r  from  said  lien  claim  of  which  an  exhibit  was 
heretofore  made  in  this  cause,  nor  can  I  ascertain  from  the 
evidence  heretofore  t<\ken,  or  from  the  depositions  taken  before 
me  and  hereto  annexed,  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  what 
proportion  of  the  amount  still  remaining  due  to  said  claimant, 
as  herein  before  reported,  is  due  for  labor  done  and  performed 
at  the  rolling  mill,  and  what  proportion  for  labor  done  and 
performed  by  the  said  claimant  at  the  steel  furnace  building. 
I  do  further  report,  that  there  is  due  at  the  date  hereof,  to 
the  defendant,  Eliphalet  Sturtevant,  upon  the  judgment  by 
him  obtained  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  November,  1856, 
against  The  Rockaway  Manufacturing  Company  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  the  county  of  Morris,  of  which  an  exhibit  has 
been  heretofore  made,  the  sum  of  $291.40,  as  will  more  fully 
appear  by  reference  to  Schedule  G,  hereto  annexed,  and  made 
a  part  of  this  report.  And  I  do  further  report  in  reference 
to  said  claim,  that  the  labor  and  materials  composing  it  were 
furnished  for,  and  dbne  and  used  at  the  rolling  mill  property. 
I  do  further  report,  that  there  is  due  to  Cummins  McCarty, 
another  of  said  lien  claimants,  on  his  judgment  obtained 
against  The  Rockaway  Manufacturing  Company  in  the  Mor- 
ris Circuit  Court,  on  the  twenty-second  day  of  October,  1857, 
and  heretofore  made  an  exhibit  in  this  cause,  the  sum  of 
$1082.88,  as  will  more  particularly  appear  by  reference  to 
Schedule  S,  hereto  annexed.  And  I  do  further  report  in 
reference  to  said  claim,  that  the  materials  constituting  the 
same  were  furnished  for  and  used  at  the  building  known  as 
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the  rolling  mill  property.    And  I  do  further  report,  that 
\here  is  due  to  James  H.  Bruen,  another  of  said  lien  claimants, 
at  the  date  hereof,  on  two  judgments  recovered  by  him  in 
the  Morris  Circuit  Court  against  The  Rockaway  Manufac- 
turing Company,  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  November,  1857, 
of  which  exhibits  have  been  heretofore  made  in  this  cause, 
the  sum  of  $1830.26,  as  will  more  fully  appear  by  reference 
to  Schedule  /,  hereto  annexed.     And  I  do  further  report  as 
to  said  claimant,  that  the  sum  of  $1568.77,  being  the  amount 
I  duo  on  one  of  said  judgments,  is  for  labor  done  and  materials 
Ifurni.shod  by  the  said  claimant  for  the  rolling  mill  property, 
[and  ihe  sum  of  $261.49,  the  amount  of  the  other  judgment, 
I  is  for  labor  done  by  said  claimant  and  materials  furnished  by 
him  for  the  steel  furnace  property.     I  do  further  report,  that 
there  is  due  at  the  date  hereof  to  the  claimants,  William  R. 
Sayre  and  Marcus  Sayre,  on  their  claim  of  lien,  the  sym  of 
$1745.66,  as  will  more  fully  appear  by  reference  to  Schedule 
K,  hereto  annexed.    And  I  do  further  report  in  reference  to 
?aid  claim,  that  I  am  unable  to  ascertain,  either  from  said 
lien  claim  heretofore  made  an  exhibit  in  this  cause,  or  from 
the  evidence  offered  by  said  claimants,  what  proportion  of  said 
materials  mentioned  in  said  claim  were  furnished  and  provided 
lor  or  used  at  the  steel  furnace.    I  do  further  report,  that  there 
is  due  as  the  date  hereof  to  Jacob  L.  Fichter,  on  his  judgment 
obtained  in  the  Supreme  Court  against  The  Rockaway  Manu- 
facturing Company,  on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  June,  1856, 
the  sum  of  $3129.47,  as  will  appear  by  Schedule  i,  hereto 
annexed.     I  do  further,  in  pursuance  of  the  directions  con- 
tained iu  said  order  of  reference,  respectfully  report,  that  in 
^y  judgment,  founded  on  the  depositions  taken  before  me 
and  hereto  annexed,  *'  the  relative  value  of  the  steel  furnace 
*'^nd  buildings,  whereon  the  said  Julius  Deciisse  claims  a  spe- 
cific lien,  and  of  the  undivided  half  of  the  steel  furnace  tract 
claimed  as  the  curtilage  thereof  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  the 
ether  undivided  half  of  said  tract  on  the  other,"  (there  being 
^0  buildings  on  said  tract)  is  five  to  one,  that  is  to  say,  that 
^he  value  of  the  steel  furnace  and   buildings,  on  which 


166  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Morris  County  Bank  v.  Rockaway  Manafactnriog  Co. 

said  lien  is  claimed,  together  with  one  half  of  the  land  d( 
scribed  in  said  lien  claim,  claimed  as  the  curtilage  thereof, 
five  times  the  value  of  the  undivided  half  of  said  tract.  I  d 
however  further  respectfully  report,  that  the  tract  or  Ic 
mentioned  in  said  order  of  reference  as  lot  No.  3,  on  whic 
said  steel  furnace  is  said  by  said  order  to  stand,  and  whic 
was  sold  by  me  as  herein  before  reported,  for  the  sum  < 
$3050,  embraces  not  only  the  steel  furnace,  the  steel  furna< 
building,  and  the  land  on  which  they  stand,  and  which,  i 
and  by  said  lien  claim  of  said  Julius  Decasse,  is  claimed  i 
the  curtilage  thereto,  but  also  the  dwelling-house  and  1< 
specially  excepted  in  said  lien  claim,  and  a  lot  of  about  ha 
an  acre  lying  on  the  west  side  of  the  roiid  mentioned  in  sai 
lien  claim,  as  will  more  fully  appear  by  a  comparison  of  sai 
lien  claim  with  a  diagram  of  the  premises  marked  as  Exhib 
— ,  on  the  part  of  complainants.  And  I  do  further  report,  thj 
in  my  opinion,  baaed  on  the  depositions  taken  before  m 
valuing  the  whole  of  said  lot  No.  3  at  the  sum  of  $305' 
the  amount  realized  therefor  at  j)ablic  sale,  the  sum 
$697.14  is  the  proportion  or  part  thereof  which  would  r 
present  the  value  of  said  dwelling-house  and  lot,  and  said  I 
on  the  west  side  of  the  road,  leaving  the  sum  of  $2352.f 
as  the  part  of  said  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said  lot  No. 
arising  from  that  part  thereof  embraced  in  the  said  lien  clai 
of  said  Julius  Decasse.  In  obedience  to  that  part  of  sa 
order  of  reference  directing  me  to  "  ascertain  and  report 
the  court  the  situation  of  the  diflFerent  properties,  mills,  fu 
naces,  and  buildings  embraced  within  and  upon  the  sa 
rolling  mill  tract  and  steel  furnace  tract,  and  the  manner 
using  the  same,  whether  as  separate  properties  or  factoric 
or  as  one  factory  and  establishment,"  I  do  further  respec 
fully  report,  that  the  said  rolling  mill  tract  and  the  sa 
steel  furnace  tract  are  separate  and  distmct  tracts,  lyii 
about  one  eighth  of  a  mile  from  each  other,  and  separat 
entirely  by  the  land  of  a  third  person,  though  for  mai 
years  past  they  have  been  owned  by  tlie  same  owner.  Th 
upon  the  rolling  mill  tract  are  situated  the  rolling  mi 
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forge,  coal-houae,  blacksmith  shop,  and  the  building  used  as 

an  office ;  and  on  the  steel  furnace  tract  are  situated  the  steel 

furnace,  the  steel  furnace  dwelling-house,  so  called,  and  the 

canal  basin  and  dock.     That  the  business  carried  on  at  the 

rolling  mill  and  forge  has  no  necessary  connection  with  that 

carried  on  at  the  steel  furnace,  and  in  point  of  fact  until  The 

Kockaway  Manufacturing  Company  purchased  said  premises, 

the  business  carried  on  on  the  two  tracts,  though  conducted 

by  the  same  owner,  was  kept  entirely  separate  and  distinct, 

except  that  the  dock  was  used  for  the  convenience  of  both 

tracts,  as  it  was  also  used  for  landing  and  shipping  freight 

for  other  persons  in  the  neighborhood,  as  other  canal  docks 

were  used.     That  so  far  as  appears,  since  the  premises  were 

purchased  by  The  Rockaway  Manufacturing  Company,  the 

whole  have  been  regarded  as  one  establishment  and  used  as 

such,  though  the  steel  furnace  was  used  to  a  very  limited 

extent,  and  was  not  completed  when  the  company  failed. 

All  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

Theo.  Little,  Master,  cj-c. 
Dated  January,  3d,  1863. 

The  case  is  now  heard  upon  a  motion  to  confirm  the  mas- 
ter's report. 

Chandler,  for  complainants. 

Keashey,  for  Decasse. 

McDonald,  for  Sayre. 

The  Chancellor.  The  case  is  not  essentially  changed  in 
^^y  of  its  material  aspects,  touching  the  rights  of  the  lien- 
'^Iders,  by  the  evidence  adduced  before  the  master. 

The  master  reports  that  the  rolling  mill  tract  and  the 
^teel  furnace  tract  are  separate  and  distinct  tracts,  lying  about 
one  eighth  of  a  mile  from  each  other,  and  separated  entirely 
"y  the  land  of  a  third  person,  though  for  many  years  past 

Vol.  I.  0 
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they  have  been  owned  by  the  same  owner.  That  upon  the 
rolling  mill  tract  are  situated  the  rolling  mill,  forge,  coal- 
house,  blacksmith's  shop,  and  the  building  used  as  an  office; 
and  on  the  steel  furnace  tract  are  situated  the  steel  furnace, 
the  steel  furnace  dwelling-house,  and  the  canal  basin  and 
dock. 

The  lien  claim  of  Say  re  describes  the  three  principal 
buildings  on  the  rolling  mill  tract  and  one  building  on  the 
steel  furnace  tract,  and  claims  a  lien  upon  all  the  buildings 
upon  both  tracts,  but  without  apportioning  his  claim,  or 
specifying  the  amount  of  materials  furnished  for  each  build- 
ing, or  for  the  buildings  upon  each  separate  tract. 

The  question  is  thus  distinctly  presented,  whether  a  lien 
claim,  purporting  to  be  filed  under  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  including  several  separate  buildings  erected  upon 
separate  and  distinct  pieces  of  land,  is  a  valid  claim  and 
within  the  requirements  of  the  law. 

I  do  not  see  upon  what  principle  the  claim  c^n  be  sustained, 
if  any  regard  be  had  to  the  letter,  spirit,  or  policy  of  the  act, 
to  the  rights  of  the  land  owner,  or  to  the  just  claims  of  other 
encumbrancers.  The  arguments  by  which  the  claim  is  sought 
to  be  sustained,  if  their  validity  be  admitted,  will  not  permit 
the  court  to  stop  short  of  declaring  that  the  claims  of  this 
highly  favored  and  meritorious  class  of  creditors,  is  of  so  high 
a  character  that  it  attaches  at  once  to  all  the  real  estate  of 
the  land  owner,  w^hatsoever  and  wheresoever  it  may  be. 
The  real  design  of  the  law  will  be  most  effectually  attained 
by  a  faithful  observance  of  its  plain  provisions.  The  statute 
in  terms  restricts  the  lien  to  the  building,  for  the  erection 
and  construction  of  which  the  work  was  done  or  the  materials 
furnished,  and  to  the  land  on  which  the  same  is  erected. 
The  first  section  of  the  act  declares  that  every  building  shall 
be  liable  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  contracted  and  owing 
for  labor  performed,  or  materials  furnished,  for  the  erection 
and  construction  thereof,  which  debt  shall  be  a  lien  on  s^ich 
buUdiny,  and  on  the  land  whereon  it  stands,  including  the 
lot  or  curtilage  whereon  the  same  is  erected,    ^ix.  Dig,  524, 
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Almost  every  provision  of  the  statute  embodies  the  same  idea. 
It  limits  the  lien  to  the  building,  lor  the  erection  and  con- 
struction of  which  the  debt  was  contracted,  and  the  land 
whereon  it  stands.  The  idea  appears  to  be  inseparably  inter- 
woven with  the  whole  fabric  and  texture  of  the  statute. 
The  policy  of  the  law  rests  upon  the  same  idea,  viz.  to  re- 
compense the  mechanic  or  materialman  the  value  of  the 
work  done,  or  materials  furnished,  in  the  construction  of  the 
building  whose  value  he  has  contributed  to  increase.  And 
in  the  French  law,  the  architects,  masons,  and  others  em[)loyed 
in  building,  are  privileged  creditors  only  to  the  amount  of 
the  increased  value  resulting  from  the  work  which  they  have 
done.     Code  Napoleon^  Art  2103. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  insuperable  objection  to  permit- 
ting a  lien  for  materials  furnished  for  several  buildings  to  be 
included  in  one  claim,  with  no  specification  of  the  amount 
furnished  for  each,  is,  that  it  enables  the  lienholder  to  shift 
the  encumbrance  at  his  pleasure,  and  to  place  the  bulk  of 
the  claim  upon  any  building,  to  an  amount  far  exceeding  the 
value  contributed  to  such  building,  in  contravention  of  the 
plain  terms  and  manifest  policy  of  the  statute,  and  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  rights  of  other  parties.  If  the  property  all  con- 
tinued in  the  hands  of  the  same  owner,  the  practical  effect 
of  such  practice,  though  it  might  prove  embarrassing,  might 
not  be  either  unjust  or  oppressive.  But  when  it  is  borne  in 
mind  that  in  most  cases,  as  in  the  present,  where  there  is  a 
contest  for  priority  of  encumbrances,  the  original  owner  is 
insolvent  or  not  interested  in  the  result,  and  that  the  con- 
test is  between  the  lienholders  themselves,  or  between  them 
and  equally  meritorious  classes  of  creditors,  it  is  difficult  to 
see  how  the  practice  can  be  permitted,  consistently  with  law 
or  with  justice.  The  phraseology  of  the  early  lien  law  of 
Pennsylvania,  passed  on  the  seventeenth  of  March,  1806, 
was  by  no  means  so  explicit  and  unequivocal  as  our  present 
law.  An  attempt  was  made  under  the  provisions  of  that  act 
to  fix  a  joint  lien  upon  three  houses,  built  at  the  same  time 
by  the  same  agent,  though  owned  by  diflFerent  persons.    Chief 
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Justice  Tilghman,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said : 
"  The  expressions  in  this  act  of  assembly  are  so  far  from 
being  clear  in  favor  of  a  joint  lien  that  they  must  be  twisted 
and  tortured  to  make  them  bear  the  appearance  of  it."  He 
refused  so  to  construe  the  act,  and  held  that  the  joint  claim 
was  unauthorized,  and  consequently  there  never  was  a  lien. 
Gorgaa  v.  Douglas,  6  Set^g,  f^  R.  512.  The  opinion  was  con- 
fined in  terms  to  the  case  of  a  lien  upon  several  houses  owned 
l»y  several  persons,  though  most  of  the  reasoning  of  the 
eminent  judge  will  be  found  equally  applicable  to  the  case  of 
several  houses  owned  by  the  same  person.  The  question 
gave  rise  to  much  conflict  of  opinion.  It  was  subsequently 
held  in  Pennock  v.  Hoover^  5  Hawk  291,  that  where  the 
adjoining  buildings  were  owned  by  different  persons,  and 
erected  under  a  general  request,  the  mechanic  or  material- 
man might  file  his  claim  against  all  the  houses  jointly,  or  he 
might  apportion  it  among  them  and  file  a  separate  claim. 
The  legislature,  by  the  act  of  1831,  to  remove  the  doubts 
which  existed  touching  the  construction  of  the  law,  authorized 
a  joint  lien  to  be  filed  by  the  materialman  on  adjoining 
buildings.  But  the  inconveniences,  not  to  say  the  consequent 
injustice  of  the  practice,  was  such  that  the  legislature,  by  the 
act  of  1836,  required  the  materialman  who  files  a  joint  lien 
upon  several  buildings,  to  specify  the  amount  which  he  claims 
to  be  due  on  each  building,  or  in  default  thereof  his  claim 
should  be  postponed  to  other  lien  creditors.  The  provisions 
of  the  last  act  were  applied  and  enforced  in  Tliomas  v.  James, 
7  Watts  c^  Serg.  381. 

The  plain  language  of  our  statute  is  too  clear  to  admit  of 
being  (in  the  emphatic  language  of  Chief  Justice  Tilghman) 
thus  twisted  and  tortured.  And  if  it  would  admit  of  it,  the 
experience  of  our  sister  state  may  serve  as  a  warning  against 
suffering  judicial  construction,  even  in  pursuit  of  a  fancied 
good,  to  move  in  advance  of  clear  legislative  enactment.  But 
the  filing  of  a  joint  lien,  both  by  judicial  construction  and 
express  legislation  in  Pennsylvania,  has  been  limited  to  adjoin- 
ing houses  erected  together  upon  the  same  block.     It  has 
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never  been  extended  to  separate  blocks ;  and  a  lien  filed 
against  distinct  blocks  of  buildings  separated  by  streets,  is 
held  null  and  void  upon  its  face.  Yaimg  v.  ChamberSy  3 
Harris  267;  Goepp  v.  Garteser,  IJ  Case;/  130. 

A  claim  filed  upon  separate  buildings  and  upon  distinct 
lots  of  land,  without  apportioning  the  claim  and  designating 
specifically  the  amount  claimed  upon  each,  is  not  a  compliance 
with  the  statute,  and  must  be  postponed  to  the  claims  of  other 
encumbrancers.  The  case  does  not  call  for  the  decision  of 
the  question,  whether  the  lien  would  have  been  valid  if  all 
these  buildings  had  been  upon  the  same  tract,  and  no  decisive 
opinion  is  intended  to  be  expressed  upon  that  point.  It  was 
stated  upon  the  argument,  that  that  question  has  been  passed 
upon  by  the  Chief  Justice,  and  other  Justices  of  the  Supreme 
Court  at  the  Circuits.  I  apprehend  it  will  be  found  that 
those  decisions  apply  only  to  the  cases  where  the  buildings 
are  within  the  same  curtilage,  and  mere  appurtenances  of 
the  main  building,  so  that  a  lien  upon  the  main  building 
would  of  necessity  include  the  others.  But  I  purpose  hazard- 
ing no  opinion  which  may  conflict  with  any  deliberately 
expressed  opinion  of  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court;  re- 
garding it  as  highly  important,  that  upon  the  construction  of 
a  statute  so  widely  0})erative,  practitioners  should  not  be 
emV)arrassed,  and  the  rights  of  parties  prejudiced  by  conflict- 
ing judicial  opinions. 

The  lien  claims  of  Freeman  Wood  and  of  Stephen  Lyon, 
are  not  among  the  papers  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  court. 
It  was,  however,  stated  u}ton  the  argument  and  understood 
to  be  admitted,  that  they  are  both  joint  liens  upon  difl'erent 
buildings  upon  both  lots,  and  are  open  to  the  same  objection 
as  Sayres'  claim.  The  objection  is  not  remedied  by  the  fact 
reported  by  the  master  in  regard  to  one  of  the  claims,  that 
by  the  evidence  he  is  enabled  to  api)ortion  the  claim  between 
the  different  buildings  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the 
materials  used  in  the  construction  of  each  of  them.  The 
radical  objection  is  that  the  claim  w<xs  not  filed  according  to 
the  requirement  of  the  statute,  and  constitutes,  therefore, 

0* 
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nnder  the  provisions  of  the  law,  no  encumbrance  upon  the 
premises.  Nor  does  the  feet  that  judgment  at  law  is  entered 
upon  the  lien — the  lien  claim  not  having  been  filed  pursuant 
to  the  statute — give  it  any  priority  in  payment,  or  advantage 
dver  liens  upon  which  judgment  has  not  been  rendered.  The 
order  of  priority  of  the  encumbrances  is  in  no  wise  aflFected 
by  the  judgment  to  enforce  the  lien. 


Maria  Anshutz  vs.  Philip  J.  Anshtjtz. 

1.  This  court  has  original  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  of  aliroonv,  only 
where  the  husband  without  any  justifiable  cause  abandons  his  wife,  or 
separates  himself  from  her,  or  refuses  and  neglects  to  maintain  and  pro- 
vide lor  her. 

2.  The  abandonment  or  separation  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  as  well 
as  the  refusal  to  support  the  wife,  must  be  charged  in  the  bill  and  be  sus- 
tained by  the  proof. 

3.  The  court  will  not  grant  a  writ  of  nf  exeat  against  the  husband,  or  an 
injunction  to  restrain  him  from  alienating  his  property,  upon  the  mere  ap- 
prehension of  an  abandonment. 

4.  There  may  be  a  constructive  abandonment  or  separation,  while  the 
parties  continue  under  the  same  roof. 

5.  While  the  parties  continue  to  live  together,  no  measure  of  unkind  or 
harsh  treatment,  which  will  not  constitute  valid  ground  for  a  divorce,  will 
entitle  the  wife  to  alimony. 

6.  A  bill  for  alimony  independent  of  the  statute,  except  as  incidental  to 
some  other  relief  which  may  give  the  court  jurisdiction,  will  not  be  en- 
tertained. 


On  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  to  set  aside  the 
writ  of  ne  exeat 

Parker y  for  motion,  cited  2  Story's  Eq,  Jur.y  §  1422;  Nix. 
Dig.  224,  §  10 ;  Yule  v.  Yule,  2  StockL  138 ;  Denton  v.  Den- 
ton, 1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  364,  441 ;  Parker  v.  Parker,  1  BeoB. 
106. 
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jRunyon,  contra,  cited  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur,,  §  1423 ;  Miller 
Y.  Miller,  Saxtan  386. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  by  a  wife  against  her 
husband  for  alimony,  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
herself  and  her  children.  On  filing  the  bill,  a  writ  of  ne  exeat 
issued  against  the  husband;  and  also  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain him  from  removing  his  children,  or  from  conveying 
away  or  disposing  of  his  farm  or  other  property. 

The  defendant  having  answered  the  bill,  moves  to  set  aside 
the  writ  ofne  exeat  and  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

The  bill  is  filed  solely  for  alimony.  It  is  not  asked  for  as  in- 
cidental to  any  other  relief.  The  first  ground  relied  on  in  sup- 
port of  the  motion  is,  that  there  is  no  equity  in  the  bill,  and 
that  the  case  made  does  not  justify  a  decree  for  alimony.  The 
only  case  where  the  statute  confers  upon  this  court  original 
jurisdiction  in  matters  of  alimony  is  where  the  husband, 
without  any  justifiable  cause,  abandons  his  wife  or  separates 
himself  from  her,  or  refuses  and  neglects  to  maintain  and 
provide  for  her.     Nia:.  Dig.  224,  §  10. 

The  terms  of  the  statute  are  too  clear  and  explicit  to 
admit  of  doubt,  or  to  leave  room  for  latitude  of  interpreta- 
tion. There  must  be  an  abandonment  of  the  wife,  or  sepa- 
tionfrom  her  without  justifiable  cause,  and  an  omission  to 
^uiinbly  maintain  and  provide  for  her,  and  the  abandonment 
^^r  separation  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  as  well  as  the  re- 
*»3al  to  support  the  wife,  must  be  charged  in  the  bill  and 
^^^  sustained  by  the  proof.  I  had  occasion  to  examine  this 
^Qostion  in  the  recent  case  of  Ware  v.  IVarCy  and  I  was 
then  satisfied,  as  I  still  am,  that  nothing  short  of  an  aban- 
donment or  separation  will  warrant  the  interference  of 
^he  court.  The  decree  in  that  case  was  opened  mainly  on 
™  ground  that  the  fact  was  not  distinctly  charged  in  the 
'''^1>  nor  satisfactorily  established  by  the  evidence.  There 
"^*y  be  an  abandonment  or  separation  within  the  sound 
instruction  of  the  act,  while  the  parties  continue  under  the 
&ime  roof;  as  where  the  husband  utterly  refuses  to  have  any 
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intercourse  with  his  wife,  or  to  make  any  provision  for  her 
maintenance.     He  may  seclude  himself  in  a  portion  of  his 
house  and  take  his  meals  alone,  or  board  elsewhere  than  in 
his  house,  and  thus  as  effectually  separate  himself  from  her 
and  refuse  to  provide  for  her,  as  in  case  of  an  actual  aban- 
donment.    But  in  whatever  form  it  may  exist,  there  must 
be  an  abandonment  or  separation  by  the  husband  from  the 
wife.     There  is  no  such  charge  in  the  bill,  nor  in  fact  any 
charge  that  the  husband  refuses  to  maintain  and  provide  for 
her.     The  material  allegations  of  the  bill  are,  that  for  as 
much  as  a  year  past  the  husband,  without  just  cause  or  pro- 
voaition,  has  been  in  the  habit  of  treating  her  unkindly  and 
addressing  her  with  violent,  insulting,  threatening,  and  ex- 
ceedingly profane  language,  and  also  refusing  to  provide  the 
complainant  and  her  children  with  such  necessary  clothing 
as  to  enable  them  to  appear  respectably,  although  possessed 
of  abundant  means  for  the  purpose ;  and  that  for  much  of  the 
time  this  last  winter  he  has  refused  to  speak  to  her  and  even 
to  answer  her  when  she  addressed  him ;  that  during  the  lc\st 
two  or  three  months,  she  has  been  apprehensive  of  personal 
violence  at  his  hands,  and  he  is  now,  as  the  complainant  has 
every  reason  to  believe,  and  does  believe,  concluding  his  pre- 
parations to  absolutely  abandon  her  and  her  children,  and  to 
leave  her  and  them  without  support,  or  the  means  thereof, 
and  that  he  designs  quickly  to  depart  out  of  this  state,  with 
that  view  and  for  that  purpose. 

It  is  obvious  that  none  of  these  charges  bring  the  case 
within  the  purview  of  the  statute.  While  the  parties  con- 
tinue to  live  together  no  measure  of  unkind  or  harsh  treat- 
ment, which  will  not  constitute  valid  ground  for  a  divorce, 
will  entitle  the  wife  to  alimony. 

There  is  no  allegation  of  a  neglect  or  refusal  to  support 
and  maintain  the  wife.  All  the  allegation  in  that  behalf  is, 
that  he  does  not  provide  the  complainant  and  her  children 
such  necessary  clothing  as  to  enable  them  to  appear  respecta- 
bly. The  case  made  by  the  bill  is  not  within  the  provisions 
of  the  statute. 
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Nor  will  this  court  entertain  a  bill  for  alimony  independent 
of  the  statute,  except  as  incidental  to  some  other  relief  which 
may  give  the  court  jurisdiction.  Such  was  clearly  the  view 
of  the  master  in  Miller  v.  Miller,  Saxton  386. 

In  Yvle  V.  Yvle,  2  Stockt,  138,  Chancellor  Williamson 
decided  that,  as  a  matter  of  principle,  the  court  ought  not, 
except  in  cases  authorized  by  the  statute,  to  decree  alimony 
unless  as  incident  to  a  decree  for  divorce. 

And  in  Corey  v.  Corey ,  3  Stockt  400,  the  Chancellor,  though 
he  regarded  it  as  unnecessary  for  the  purposes  of  that  case 
to  decide  the  question,  explicitly  states  that,  as  the  law  has 
been  considered  in  this  ^late,  the  power  of  the  court  to  grant 
relief  is  confined  to  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  statute.  In 
that  case,  relief  was  granted  on  the  ground  that  the  husband 
persisted  in  continuing  a  separation,  of  which  the  wife  was 
the  original  cause,  and  that  he  neglected  to  provide  for  her 
a  suitable  support  and  maintenance.  There  was  an  actual 
separation  and  a  failure  to  support  the  wife,  which  brought 
the  case  directly  within  the  terms  of  the  statute. 

All  the  reported  cases  will,  I  think,  be  found  to  be  brought 
within  the  statutory  provisions ;  the  bill  charging  an  abandon- 
ment or  separation  by  the  act  of  the  husband,  without  justifi- 
able cause,  and  a  neglect  o  provide  for  the  wife. 

The  original  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  to  grant 
alimony  as  an  independent  ground  of  relief,  is  by  no  means 
clearly  established.  And  where  the  authority  is  insisted 
upon,  no  broader  grounds  of  relief  appear  to  be  relied  upon 
than  those  presented  by  the  statute  of  this  state.  2  Story's 
Eq.,  §  1422,  1423,  a. 

But  it  is  urged  that  although  no  abandonment  or  separa- 
tion has  actually  taken  place,  yet  where  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances show  that  there  is  a  well  grounded  apprehension  that 
the  husband  is  about  to  abandon  his  wife,  to  dispose  of  his 
property,  and  to  remove  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state, 
the  court  will  interfere  to  prevent  it.  The  bill  is  manifestly 
framed  with  a  view  to  relief  in  this  form,  and  it  was  mainly 
upon  this  ground  that  the  writs  of  ne  exeat  and  injunction 
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were  issued.  But  upon  reflection,  I  do  not  perceive  upon 
what  principle  this  exerciae  of  the  power  of  the  court  can  be 
sustained.  The  court  has  no  power  to  compel  the  parties  to 
live  tog^fther  or  to  restrain  a  separation.  The  wife  has  no  right 
to  the  interference  of  the  court  for  her  maintenance  until  the 
abandonment  or  separation  has  taken  place.  The  writs  were 
not  issued  to  protect  any  subsisting  right  or  interest  of  the 
wife,  but  on  the  mere  ground  of  appreheni^ion  on  the  part  of 
the  wife  that  a  right  might  thereafter  be  created  which  would 
entitle  her  to  protection.  If  the  writs  are  continued  and  the 
husband  thereby  prevented  from  leaving  the  state  or  dispos- 
ing of  his  property,  it  is  clear  that  the  wife  cannot  have  a 
perpetual  injunction  or  any  other  relief  upon  the  merits  of 
her  case.  The  case  made  by  the  bill  aflbrds  no  ground  for 
the  interference  of  the  court. 

If  the  case,  as  presented  by  the  complainant  s  bill,  could 
admit  of  any  doubt,  it  would  be  effectually  dispelled  by  the 
answer.  It  fully  and  explicitly  denies  all  intention  or  pur- 
pose on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  of  abandoning  his  wife  or 
of  failing  to  furnish  her  support  and  maintenance.  And 
while  it  admits  many  of  the  facts  and  allegations  contained 
in  the  bill,  it  shows  that  they  are  clearly  reconcilable  with 
his  rights  and  duties  as  a  husband  and  a  father,  and  exhibits 
in  a  strong  and  -clear  light  the  danger  and  inexpediency  on 
the  mere  ground  of  apprehended  wrong,  of  any  interference 
with  the  exercise  of  the  rights  of  the  husband  to  control  and 
manage  his  affairs  as  shall  appear  to  himself  best  and  most 
for  his  own  interest. 

The  injunction  must  be  dissolved,  the  writ  of  ne  exeat  dis- 
charged, and  the  bill  dismissed.  The  decree  will  be  made 
without  costs  as  against  the  wife. 
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John  A.  Hutcheson  and  others  vs.  John  S.  Peshine  and 

others. 

An  insolvent  debtor  having  been  arrested  in  Virginia,  and  being  in 
custody  by  virtue  of  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  petitioned  for  his  discharge 
under  the  insolvent  laws  of  that  state,  and  having  taken  the  oath  of  insol- 
vency, and  tendered  and  subscribed  a  schedule  of  all  his  property,  real  and 
personal,  did  further,  in  pursuance  of  the  requirements  of  the  insolvent 
laws  of  said  state,  and  in  order  to  his  discharge  as  an  insolvent,  execute 
and  deliver  to  the  sheriff,  by  whom  he  was  held  in  custody,  a  deed  for 
certain  real  estate  in  New  Jersey,  described  in  said  schedule.  Upon  a  bill 
filed  in  this  court  to  compel  the  execution  of  the  trusts  upon  which  the 
laid  deed  was  executed,     Held — 

1.  That  a  general  assignment  by  a  debtor,  of  all  his  real  and  personal 
property,  under  the  insolvent  laws  of  Virginia  or  of  any  other  state,  can 
pass  no  title  to  real  estate  in  New  Jersey. 

2.  The  deed  to  the  sheriff,  though  absolute  upon  its  face,  was  merely 
<Jnc\llary  to  the  general  assignment,  burdened  with  the  same  trusts,  and  de- 
signed to  carry  the  assignment  into  effect.  Independent  of  those  trusts, 
w<l  of  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  insolvency,  the  deed  is  without  con- 
•ideration  and  void. 

3.  The  deed  is  not  merely  fraudulent  as  against  subsequent  creditors, 
but  it  is  illegal  and  inoperative  as  a  transfer  of  title  to  real  estate,  and  the 
tnista  under  it  will  neither  be  recognized  nor  executed  by  the  courts  of 
Ibis  rtate. 

^-  This  court  will  not  administer  trust  funds  created  under  the  laws  of 
•mother  state,  and  growing  out  of  the  sale  of  real  estate  situate  in  New 
Jersey,  in  direct  conflict  with  the  laws  of  this  state,  to  the  prejudice  of 
cfediioFB  residing  here. 

The  bill  charges  that  John  S.  Peshine,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, having  been  arrested  upon  a  capias  ad  satisfadendunif 
issued  out  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Henrico  county,  Virginia, 
^^I'on  a  judgment  recovered  by  Elisha  Shipperaon,  for  $10,0(X), 
*^^  being  in  custody  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  on  the 
twenty-fourth  of  March,  1860,  in  pursuance  of  the  provision 
^^  certain  stivtutes  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  set  out  in  the 
^^plainant's  bill,  petitioned  for  his  discharge  under  the  in- 
^mni  laws  of  that  state,  and  having  taken  the  oath  of  in- 
*^lvency,  and  tendered  and  subscribed  a  schedule  of  all  his 
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property,  real  and  personal,  (as  required  by  law),  did  further, 
in  pursuance  of  the  requirements  of  the  said  insolvent  laws, 
and  in  order  to  his  discharge  as  an  insolvent,  execute  and 
deliver  to  John  A.  Hutcheson,  the  sheriff  by  whom  he  was 
held  in  custody,  a  deed  for  certain  real  estate  in  New  Jersey, 
described  in  the  said  schedule  of  his  real  and  personal  estate. 

The  bill  further  charges,  that  the  deed  thus  made  by  Pe- 
shine  to  Hutcheson  was  executed,  acknowledged  and  recorded 
in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  of  Essex,  according  to  the 
laws  of  this  state,  and  that  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  Virginia, 
and  by  force  and  effect  of  the  said  deed,  the  said  Hutcheson 
became  seized  of  the  lands  and  premises  thereby  conveyed, 
subject  to  legal  prior  encumbrances,  in  trust  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  the  same,  or  of  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary, 
and  to  a{)ply  the  proceeds,  after  satisfying  what  may  be 
found  due  upon  such  prior  encumbrances,  to  the  payment  of 
the  judgment  recovered  by  Shipperson,  upon  which  the  writ 
of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  was  issued,  and  to  refund  to 
Peshine  any  surplus  of  said  proceeds  which  may  thereafter 
remain.     That  by  the  judicial  construction  given  by  the  laws 
of  Virginia  to  the  statut^^s  under  which  the  said  deed  was  exe- 
cuted, the  sheriff,  by  virtue  of  the  said  conveyance,  became 
the  trustee  of  the  premises  thereby  conveyed  for  the  creditor 
at  whose  suit  the  debtor  was  imprisoned,  and  that  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  said  trust,  he  is  subject  to  the  general  principles 
of  equity  applicable  to  trusts  of  that  nature.     That  the  Siiid 
deed,  though  an  absolute  conveyance  in  fee  simple,  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage  to  Hutcheson,  in  trust  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  judgment  recovered  by  Shipperson  againsD 
Peshine,  and  that  the  complainant  is  therefore  entitled,  as 
mortgagee,  to  have  the  premises  sold  under  the  direction  of 
this  court,  the  amount  duo  upon  the  prior  encumbrances  as- 
certained and  paid,  and  the  balance  appropriated  in  pursuance 
of  the  trusts  under  which  the  convevan  -e  was  made. 

The  bill  prays  for  relief  accordingly,  and  that  a  receiver 
may  be  appointed  to  collect  the  rents  of  the  premises,  and 
apply  the  same  to  the  satisfiiction  of  the  encumbrances. 
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To  this  bill,  the  defendants,  Peshine  and  wife,  and  several 
of  the  creditors  of  Peshine,  who  are  prior  encumbrancers, 
demur. 

Frdinghuyaen,  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer. 

1.  The  deed  to  Hutcheson  is  void  uuder  our  assignment 
law.  It  is  an  assignment  giving  preference  to  some  creditors 
in  exclusion  of  others.    Vamum  v.  Campy  1  Green  326. 

2.  A  deed  given  by  an  insolvent  under  the  laws  of  one 
state  for  land  lying  in  another,  is  void.  BurriU  on  Assign- 
ments,  335-6,  chap.  30 ;  Osbom  v.  Adams,  18  Pick.  245  ; 
Lessee  of  McOuUmtgKs  heirs  v.  Eoderick,  2  Hammond  (Ohio) 
S80 ;  Rogers  v.  AUertj  3  Ibid,  488.  The  reason  is  that  laws 
of  one  state  should  not  control  property  in  another. 

3.  As  against  prior  encumbrancers,  Hutcheson  is  bound 
U)  redeem.  He  can  not  ask  a  forced  sale.  He  stands  in  no 
better  position  than  mortgagor. 

4.  If  complainant  stands  in  better  position  than  mortgagor, 
it  must  be  by  virtue  of  the  law  of  Virginia,  which  this  court 
will  not  recognize.     7  Johns,  Ch,  R,  140. 

C.  Parker  J  for  the  complainants,  contra. 

I.  Will  the  deed  pass  the  lands  ? 

Why  should  it  not?  It  is  similar  to  deed  of  insolvent 
^derour  law. 

1.  It  is  formal.  2.  It  had  good  consideration.  3.  There 
^8a  no  duress;  the  imprisonment  was  lawful.  Bounier's 
^w  Diet,,  ''Duressr 

To  be  contrary  to  our  act,  the  assignment  must  be  general 
of  all  property  to  pay  all  creditors,  but  creating  preferences. 

The  act  expressly  permits  preference  o{  judgment  creditors. 
Here  a  judgment  creditor  only  is  preferred. 

We  admit  the  trust,  and  seek  the  aid  of  the  court  in  order 
^^  its  discharge. 
K  valid  without  the  law,  is  it  weakened  because  the  law 

authorizes  it? 
Vol.  l  p 
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The  cases  of  Frazier  v.  Fredericks^  4  ZaA.  162,  and  Var- 
nu7n  V.  Camp^  1  Green  326,  settle  the  law  of  this  case. 

II.  Are  the  complainants  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for  ? 

The  bill  charges  that  this  is  a  mortgage  in  trust  to  pay 
debt.  We  are  entitled  not  simply  to  the  redemption,  but 
also  to  foreclosure  and  to  marshaling  of  assets. 

Mr.  Parker  also  cited  Hobnes  v.  Hemserif  4  Johns.  Ch. 
R.  483 ;  S.  C.  20  Johns.  R.  266 ;  Selkrig  v.  Davies  ^  Salt, 
2  Dow  230 ;  Bank  of  Scotland  v.  CiUhhert,  1  Rose  462  ; 
Plestoro  V.  Abraham,  1  Paige  237  ;  Byrne  v.  Walker,  7  Serg. 
^  R.  483 ;  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws  {^th  ed.,  1852,)  §  411-18, 
note  to  page  685» 

Mr.  Frdinghuysen,  in  reply. 

The  encumbrancers  have  a  right  to  demur.  They  have  a 
standing  in  this  court  to  insist  that  the  title  of  the  complain- 
ant is  invalid. 

An  examination  of  the  deed  shows  that  it  is  not  an  assign- 
ment of  specific  property  to  pay  a  specific  debt  The  case  of 
Frazier  v.  Fredericks^  therefore,  does  not  apply. 

The  Chancellor.  It  is  clear  that  a  general  assignment 
by  a  debtor  of  all  his  property,  real  and  personal,  under  the 
insolvent  laws  of  Virginia  or  of  any  other  state,  can  pass  no 
title  to  real  estate  in  New  Jersey.  Tile  point  has  been  more 
than  once  expressly  adjudicated.  Lessee  of  McOuUougKs 
heirs  v.  Roderick,  2  Hammond  380 ;  Rogers  v.  Allen,  3  Ohio 
488 ;  Osborn  v.  Adatns,  18  Pick.  247. 

The  rule  rests  not  only  upon  the  acknowledged  principle 
of  law  applicable  to  all  assignments,  voluntary  as  well  as 
legal,  that  the  title  and  disposition  of  real  estate  are  exclu- 
sively subject  to  the  laws  of  the  country  where  it  is  situated, 
which  alone  can  prescribe  the  mode  by  which  title  to  it  can 
pass;  but  upon  the  further  reason,  tliat  the  laws  of  one  state 
will  not  be  permitted  to  control  the  trust,  the  action  of  the 
trustee,  and  the  disposition  of  the  trust  property  in  another, 
the  subject  of  the  trust  being  real  estate. 
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This  principle  appears  to  be  recognized  by  the  statutes  of 
Virginia  under  which  the  conveyance  was  made.  They 
provide  that  the  debtor  shall,  previous  to  his  discharge  from 
imprisonment,  in  addition  to  the  general  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  the  execution  creditors,  make  a  conveyance  to 
the  sheriflf  of  all  his  real  estate  not  within  the  state  of  Vir- 
ginia, upon  the  same  trusts  as  those  created  upon  the  general 
assignment. 

It  is  under  a  deed  thus  executed,  and  which  the  bill  alleges 
is  made,  acknowledged,  and  recorded,  in  conformity  with  the 
laws  of  this  state,  that  the  complainant  asks  relief.  So  far 
9LS  the  formalities  of  execution  are  concerned,  it  will  be  as- 
sumed for  the  purposes  of  the  present  inquiry,  that  the  deed 
is  a  valid  instrument.  It  is  nevertheless  apparent  upon  its 
face,  that  the  deed  in  question  is  not  a  voluntary  conveyance. 
It  was  executed  by  a  debtor  under  arrest  to  the  oflBcer  in 
whose  custody  he  was  detained,  in  order  to  obtain  his  dis- 
charge under  the  insolvent  laws  of  Virginia.  The  execution 
of  the  deed  was  by  those  laws  a  prerequisite  to  his  obtaining 
his  discharge.  It  is  merely  ancillary  to  the  general  assign- 
ment, burdened  with  the  same  trusts  and  designed  to  carry 
the  assignment  into  effect.  Independent  of  those  trusts  and 
of  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  insolvency,  the  deed  is 
without  consideration  and  void  as  against  the  grantor.  It  is 
not  pretended  that  there  is  any  other  consideration  for  the 
conveyance.  The  sheriff  to  whom  the  conveyance  was  made, 
was  not  a  creditor  of  the  grantor,  but  a  mere  trustee. 

Then  will  this  court  lend  its  aid  to  carry  those  trusts  into 
effect  ?  It  is  impossible  to  distinguish  the  case  from  that 
of  an  assignment  under  the  insolvent  laws  of  another  state. 
The  deed  was  executed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  trusts 
of  the  assignment  into  effect,  and  in  compliance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute.  In  Osbom  v.  Adams j  18  Pick,  248, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  say :  "  We  can  take 
no  notice  of  a  trust  created  by  proceedings  under  the  statute 
of  the  state  of  Connecticut ;  we  can  no  more  take  notice  of  a 
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troflt  created  under  a  foreign  government,  than  we  can  of  s 
will  not  proved  nor  recorded  in  this  commonwealth/' 

This  court,  therefore,  cannot  recognize  the  trusts  thus 
created  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  them  into  eflFect. 

But  aside  from  this  difficulty,  admitting  that  this  conn 
might  recognize  the  trusts  thus  created,  it  is  obvious  that  th< 
trusts  created  under  this  assignment,  are  in  direct  conflict  witl 
the  policy  and  with  the  express  provisions  of  our  laws.  Ou] 
statute  requires  that  every  conveyance  or  assignment  mad< 
by  a  debtor  of  his  real  or  personal  estate,  in  trust  for  hi 
creditors,  shall  be  made  for  their  equal  benefit  in  proportioi 
to  their  several  demands.  The  deed  in  question  is  made  ii 
trust  for  the  payment  of  the  execution  creditors  only,  an< 
then  in  trust  for  the  debtor  himself.  It  not  only  gives  a  pre 
ference  to  the  execution  creditors  in  Virginia,  but  utterb 
excludes  others  from  all  participation  in  the  trust  funds.  I 
surely  cannot  be  required  that  this  court  should  administe 
trust  funds  growing  outof  the  sale  of  real  estate  situated  ii 
this  state,  in  direct  conflict  with  our  laws,  to  the  prejudice 
of  creditors  residing  here. 

It  is  urged  that  the  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  assign 
ment  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  assignor,  nor  of  creditor 
having  liens  prior  to  the  assignment,  and  can  only  procee 
from  some  creditor  who  is  prejudiced  by  the  assignmeni 
This  is  not  so.  The  objection  is  not  merely  that  the  assign 
ment  is  fraudulent  as  against  subsequent  creditors,  but  iha 
it  is  illegal  and  inoperative  as  a  transfer  of  real  estate,  an 
that  the  trusts  under  it  will  neither  be  recognized  nor  exe 
cuted  by  the  courts  of  this  state. 

In  Rogers  v.  AHeUy  3  Hammond  485,  already  referred  t( 
in  taking  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  laws  of  Pennsylvania 
Allen  had  made  an  assignment  of  all  his  real  and  persons 
estate,  including  a  tract  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  for  the  benefi 
of  his  creditors.  The  trustees  made  sale  of  the  lands,  an 
the  purchaser  went  into  possession.  Allen,  the  assignoi 
brought  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  recovered.  A  bill  i 
equity  was  thereupon  filed  by  the  trustees  setting  out  th 
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&ct8,  alleging  that  the  other  property  assigned  was  insuffi- 
cient to  pay  the  debts  of  Allen,  and  praying  a  decree  to  sell 
the  land  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors.  The  demurrer  was 
sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed.  The  court  say,  as  no  title 
passed  by  the  deed,  we  do  not  see  any  principle  upon  which 
any  equity  can  be  created  to  be  enforced  here. 

This  case  is  in  no  wise  affected  by  the  principle  of  the 
decision  in  Frazier  v.  Fredericks,  4  Zab.  162.  That  was  a 
voluntary  assignment  of  personal  property,  and  governed  by 
principles  entirely  distinct  from  those  which  control  the  pre- 
sent inquiry. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

Note.  The  reporter  is  indebted  to  Joseph  P.  Bradley, 
Esq.,  for  a  copy  of  the  opinion  in  this  case,  delivered  May 
Term,  1861,  but  as  yet  unpublished.  Its  importance,  it  is 
believed,  will  be  found  to  justify  its  publication  at  this  time. 
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THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY 

OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 

MAY  TERM,  1863. 


Gilbert  Schenck  and  others  vs.  John  G.  Schenck  and 
LiscoMB  R.  Titus,  executx^rs  of  Garret  J.  Schenck,  deceased. 

1.  Where  the  executors  of  an  executor  have  received  and  inventoried  as 
]>art  of  the  estate  of  their  testator,  a  trust  fund  held  by  him  at  his  death  in 
the  character  of  executor,  and  not  as  trustee,  and  have  settled  their  final 
account  jointly,  they  are  jointly  chargeable  as  executors,  with  the  balance 
thus  found  to  be  in  their  hands. 

2.  The  rule  appears  to  be,  that  if  a  part  of  the  assets  has  been  clearly  set 
apart,  and  appropriated  by  the  executor  to  answer  a  particular  trust,  he 
will  be  considered  to  hold  the  fund  as  trustee  for  the  trust,  and  no  longer 
as  mere  executor.  This  principle  is  applied  to  protect  the  interests  of 
cestui  qu€  truttt. 

But  how  far  it  will  avail  to  protect  the  executor  or  his  representatives — 
Query. 

3.  But  where  a  fund  is  not  treated  by  the  executor  as  a  trust  fund,  nor 
invested  according  to  the  provisions  of  tbe  will  creating  it.  but  is  used  by 
him  AS  his  own  property,  or  invested  in  th«  name  of  the  executors  of  his 
testator,  the  estate  of  such  executor  is  liable  therefor,  and  passes  into  the 
hands  of  his  executors  charged  with  the  payment  of  tbe  trust  fund.  As 
executors,  they  are  bound  to  account. 

4.  Upon  tho  death  of  one  of  several  co-trnstees,  the  ofjUee  of  trustee  will 
devolve  with  the  estate  upon  the  survivor,  and  ultimately  upoa  the  heir 
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orpereoDal  representatives  of  the  last  survivor.  Trasts  of  real  estate,  upon 
the  death  of  the  trustee,  devolve  upon  his  heir-at-law ;  truste  of  personalty 
vest  in  his  executor  or  administrator. 

5.  The  probate  of  the  will  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  executor's  ac- 
ceptance of  the  trust.  It  is  not  discretionary  with  the  executor,  whether 
hd  will  or  will  not  act  as  trustee.  By  accepting  the  office  of  executor,  he 
^mes  ex'officio  trustee  in  the  stead  of  his  testator,  charged  with  all  the 
duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  office,  and  he  will  be  decreed  in  equity  to 
perlorm  the  trust. 

6.  An  executor  has  an  undoubted  legal  right  to  leave  the  active  admin- 
i^&tion  of  the  estate  to  his  co-trustee,  but  neither  by  bis  tacit  assent  to 
the  au:ts  of  his  co- trustee,  nor  by  the  actual  transfer  of  the  legal  title  to  the 
property,  can  he  acquit  himself  of  his  responsibility. 

7-  If  a  trustee,  by  his  own  negligence,  suffers  his  co- trustee  to  receive 
and  Vf  aste  the  trust  fund,  when  he  has  the  means  of  preventing  such  re- 
ceipt by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  he  will  be  held 
responsible  for  the  loss. 


jPI  L,  Voorhees,  for  complainants. 

The  executors  received  this  money  either  as  executors  of 
surviving  executor  of  John  Schenck,  or  as  executors  of  sur- 
viving trustee,  under  will.     Legacy  is  to  executors  in  trust. 
Real  estate  is  by  the  will  directed  to  be  converted  into 
personal.     It  is  regarded  in  equity  as  personal.     Scudder's 
•EtVa  V.  Vanaradale,  2  Beaa,  109 ;  Riiiehart  v.  Harrisons 
fijVj,  Bald.  177 ;  HiU  on  TruMees  303. 

Where  there  are  several  trustees  appointed,  on  the  death 
of  one,  the  whole  goes  to  the  survivors;  on  the  death  of  the 
last  trustee,  it  goes  to  his  personal  representatives.  Willis 
o'l  Trustees  53-4. 

If  the  defendants  take  as  executors  of  executor,  we  are 
clearly  entitled  to  an  account.     Nix.  Dig.  276,  §  4. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  fund  is  in  the  hands  of  one  execu- 
t<>r;  when  in  the  hands  of  one  executor,  entitled  to  an  ac- 
count against  all.  Norton  v.  TurviU,  2  P.  W.  144 ;  2  WU- 
liom  on  Ex'rs  {ed.  1855)  1760,  note  r. 

Justice  will  not  be  done  by  a  simple  decree  for  account. 
There  must  also  be  a  decree  to  pay  over  the  fund.  Adams 
-Bj.  (1854)  226. 


176  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Schenck  et  al.  v.  Schenck's  ex'n. 

It  is  true  the  executors  never  qtialified  as  trustees, 
being  really  such,  equity  will  not  allow  trust  to  be  loBi 
death  of  one  of  them.     HiU  on  T^rusteea  171. 

By  the  settlement  of  their  joint  account  the  execu 
admit  a  fund  of  $3000  in  their  hands,  for  which  they 
jointly  accountable.  The  defence  of  Titus  is,  that  he  thoi 
Schenck  worth  $14,000,  but  before  the  suit  commenced 
had  full  knowledge  of  his  insolvency.  These  circumsta 
make  him  responsible  for  trust  fund. 

As  to  when  trustees  are  responsible.  3  Lead.  Case> 
Eq.  468. 

With  the  knowletlge  that  John  G.  Schenck  was  insolv 
Titus  failed  to  invent  the  trust  money  properly,  but  suflR 
him  to  take  it.  It  wa^^  his  duty  to  have  protected  that  ft 
2  Story  s  Eq.  Jur,,  §  12.S3  ;  Adam^'  Eq,  59. 

By  omitting  to  have  the  fund  secured,  he  made  hin 
liable,  3  Lead,  Casc^  in  Eq.  4Go-ti(>-68-70 ;  HiU  on  Trvu 
309 :  2  llVZ/iawu*  on  Er'rs  1548. 

Will  give^  express  directions  to  invest  trust  fund  in 
ostato.  The  direction  is  binding.  3  Lead.  Cases  in  Eq.  471 
If  trustees  neglect  to  comply,  ihey  all  become  responsible 

The  allegations  of  the  answer,  no  answer  to  the  charge 
the  bill :  more  confession  and  avoidance ;  ihey  must  be  pix)' 
o  7^i7ti  c;wA*  in  Eq.  470-1 ;  2  Ibid.  125. 

We  are  eutitle^l  to  cost^^  against  the  trustees.  Warboi 
Ar7ni^t)vn<f,  2  <^>ivJlt,  2(>3. 

J/r.  Voorhei'ii  funhor  cited  WiU^  v,  C'Copcr,  1  Dutcher  1 
I\','kiitiorc  \\  Fcnyrim4>rc,  2  Gnrns  Ctu  H.  296;  Laro 
Do(4juri^.  2  />Va*.  SOS :  BcHcycau  v.  Es'rs  of  Kotts^  1  So 
3oV* ;  JJ*:i  i^n  Jr?^v/<Y^  2S;>,  riOtf^ 

r*caJry.  iyr  L,  li.  Tiius. 

The  whcJo  ^hVjx^  of  the  bill  is  to  charge  Titus  jointly  v 
iLe  oilicr  doiondant  ai^  rocipicni  of  the  fund,  and  to  1 
ti-esn  joioily  resjonsiblo  for  tJ4.it  cause, 

Tke  wbole  CAse  n-^i^  on  the  charge  of  negligence.  Wl 
10  charge  Titus?    It  is  said  he  knew  of 
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trust,  and  of  Scheack's  insolvency.     The    affidavit  don't 
show  it. 

The  co-trustee  not  responsible  unless  from  acquiescing, 
standing  by  and  permitting  fraud. 

The  charge  is  clearly  against  the  defendants  as  trustees, 
not  as  executors.  The  question  under  the  bill  is  not  how 
iar  the  executor  has  become  liable  by  settling  joint  account, 
bat  how  far  the  trustee  has  become  liable  by  permitting  his 
co-trustee  to  take  the  fund. 

Mere  passiveness  will  not  make  him  liable.  But  if  trustee 
co-operates  to  put  trust  fund  into  the  hands  of  his  co-trustee, 
^ten  he  is  responsible ;  not  for  mere  negligence. 

The  fact  that  the  defendants  are  sued  as  trustees  is  im- 
P>rtant.  It  shuts  out  the  question  of  estoppel  by  the  settle- 
ment of  the  joint  account  as  executors. 

The  complainant  will  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  decree  in 
^^hans  Court  as  an  estoppel,  inasmuch  as  he  opened  the 
"^<luiry  in  the  bill  as  to  who  did  receive  the  trust  fund.  The 
c^^aplainant  makes  the  inquiry,  and  Titus  answers  under 
oath  that  he  did  not  receive  it. 

Estoppel  is  stricti  juris.  It  may  be  waived.  Complain- 
^t*s  opening  the  inquiry  is  in  fact  a  waiver. 

Estoppel  must  be  pleaded,  if  party  has  an  opportunity. 
It  tlien  becomes  matter  in  pais. 

The  case  has  been  argued  upon  the  assumption  that  on  the 
ieath  of  trustee,  the  office  devolves  on  his  representatives. 
ffifl  on  Trustees  303.  The  doctrine  relates  to  property  ; 
w>t  to  the  office.     Lewin  on  Trustees  279. 

Executor  of  an  executor  is  bound  to  take  care  of  the  pro- 
perty of  the  estate,  but  not  bound  to  execute  the  office  of 
tniatee  held  by  the  executor.  This  idea  is  countenanced  by 
tte  statute.    Mc.  Dig.  578,  §  13. 

The  fund  in  question,  over  and  above  the  Kunkle  Rea  note, 
l^  mingled  with  the  general  estate,  was  properly  assets. 
^  eettui  que  trusts  could  have  no  preference  over  other 
Q^tOFB,  if  the  first  executor  had  died  insolvent.  Moses  v. 
Jfiojo^iiyd,  1  Jdkns.  Ch.  JR.  128;  Kip  v.  Bank  of  New 
^K 10  JiAns.  R.  63. 
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Mr.  Beasley  further  cited  2  WiUiams  on  Exrn  1664; 
Adair  v.  Shaw,  1  Sch,  ^  Lef.  243 ;  Q>ok  v.  Cook,  Hoist  Dig. 
465 ;  Langford  v.  Guscoyne,  11  Fe^ey  334 ;  Bacon  v.  Ba/xm, 
5  76id.  331 ;  &idfcr  v.  TToift*,  2  5ro.  CA.  B.  115 ;  2  -Story  « 
JEq.  Jur,,  §  1281,  note  2 ;  Duchess  of  Kingston  s  case,  2  Smith!  s 
Lead,  Cases  444,  no<€;  KUheffer  v.  -Hifrr,  17  -Sergr.  ^  ^.  319; 
Howard  v.  Mitchell,  14  -3/iw».  242;  Livingston  v.  Cbmi^, 
Cbxe  42 ;  Swinburne  on  WiUs,  part  6,  §  21 ;  JVtx  Dig,  581, 
§  27 ;  Gable  v.  ^7idrw*«,  1  Greens  CL  R.  66;  Black  v. 
Whitali,  1  Stockt,  684 ;  -FeyiniT/iore  v.  -Fenmmor«,  2  Greens 
Ch.  R,  296 ;  lYu:.  Dig,  678,  §  13. 

The  Chancellor.  John  Schenck,  late  of  the  county  of 
Hunterdon,  in  and  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  bearing 
date  on  the  twelfth  of  August,  1823,  among  other  things  gave 
and  bequeathed  as  follows :  "  I  do  give  and  bequeath  one 
other  ninth  part  of  the  said  residue  of  my  estate  to  my  ex- 
ecutors hereinafter  named,  upon  this  special  trust  and  confi- 
dence, and  to  the  intent  and  purpose  that  my  said  executors 
shall  place  the  same  out  at  interest  on  landed  security,  or 
such  security  as  the  Orphans  Court  may  approve,  and  shall 
pay  the  interest  thereof  annually,  as  they  shall  receive  the 
same,  into  the  proper  hands  of  my  said  son  Gilbert,  during 
his  natural  life ;  and  that  upon  his  death  the  interest,  if  any 
remaining,  and  the  principal  sum  shall  be  equally  divided 
between,  and  paid  to  his  children  that  may  be  then  living, 
and  in  case  any  of  them  shall  have  died  leaving  issue,  such 
issue  to  take  the  parent's  share,  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
children,  if  of  age,  or  to  the  guardians  of  such  of  them  as  may 
be  minors,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be  after  my  son  Gil- 
bert's death,  deducting  such  reasonable  expenses  and  al- 
lowance for  the  care  and  management  of  the  said  trust  as 
the  Orphans  Court  shall  allow." 

On  the  fifth  of  April,  1864,  there  came  to  the  hands  of 
Garret  J.  Schenck,  the  sole  surviving  executor,  on  account 
of  the  principal  of  the  residuary  legacy  to  the  complainantB, 
$2160.34.    Of  this  sum  $1101.38  was  paid  in  cash.    The 
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balance  consisted  of  a  note  of  Runkle  Rea  to  the  executors  for 
$1058.96.  The  fund  remained  in  his  hands  unchanged  until 
his  death. 

By  his  will  he  appointed  his  son,  John  G.  Schenck,  and 
his  son-in-law,  Liscomb  K  Titus,  the  defendants  in  this 
cause,  his  executors.    On  the  twenty-fourth  of  June,  1858, 
they  filed  an  inventory  of  the  estate  of  their  testator,  amount- 
ing to  $14,873.     At  September  Term,  1859,  they  settled 
their  joint  final  account,  by  which,  after  charging  themselves 
vith  the  amount  of  the  inventory,  they  deduct  therefrom 
the  sum  of  $1058.96  (the  amount  of  the  note  of  Runkle  Rea), 
as  trust  money  of  Gilbert  Schenck,  leaving  a  balance  of 
|13,814.32,  with  which  they  charge  themselves,  and  after 
deducting  all    disbursements,   including    commissions    and 
|9000of  special  pecuniary  legacies,  there  remained  in  the 
hands  of   the  executors  a  net  residue  of   the   estate  of 
$3745.45.     The  complainants  seek  to  charge  the  defendants, 
jointly,  with  the  amount  of  the  trust  fund  in  the  hands  of 
their  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

A  decree  pro  confesso  has  been  taken  against  John  G. 
Schenck,  one  of  the  defendants,  for  want  of  an  answer.  Lis- 
comb R.  Titus,  the  other  defendant,  has  answered,  alleging 
^1  way  of  defence,  that  as  executor,  he  received  no  part  of 
the  funds  belonging  to  the  estate  of  his  testator,  but  that 
the  whole  assets  of  the  estate  were  received  and  administered 
hy  his  co-executor,  John  G.  Schenck,  who  alone  is  responsible 
for  the  trust  fund  in  the  hands  of  his  testator. 

The  sole  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether,  upon  the 
^^^rtained  facts  of  the  case,  Titus  is  liable  for  the  trust 
money  due  to  the  complainants,  or  whether  Schenck,  the  co- 
executor,  is  alone  liable.  If  the  fund  was  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendants*  testator.  Garret  J.  Schenck,  at  his  death  as 
executor  of  his  father,  and  not  as  trustee,  it  seems  clear 
that  the  defendants  are  jointly  liable  as  executors  of  the 
executor.  He  received  the  fund  from  the  estate  of  his 
co^xecutor,  and  gave  his  receipt  for  it  as  executor,  and  not 
M  trustee.    The  fund  continued  in  his  hands  unchanged 
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nntil  his  death.  He  did  not  invest  it  in  real  estate,  or  ander 
the  direction  of  the  Orphans  Court,  as  required  by  the  will. 
The  Runkle  Rea  note  was  given  to  the  executors  in  that 
character,  and  was  held  by  Garret  J.  Sehenck,  the  surviving 
executor,  unchanged  until  his  death.  The  cash  received  by 
him  as  a  part  of  the  fund  was  mingled  with  his  own  estate, 
and  so  continued  when  his  estate  passed  into  the  hands  of  his 
executors.  He  did  nothing  whatever  to  distinguish  it  from 
the  bulk  of  the  testator's  estate.  The  estate  remained  after 
his  death  unchanged  by  the  defendants.  The  Runkle  Rea 
note  still  continues,  if  the  answer  is  to  be  relied  upon,  in  the 
name  of  the  executors  of  John  Sehenck,  deceased.  The 
balance  of  tlie  fund  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  as 
part  of  the  property  of  their  testator.  It  was  included  in 
their  inventory  of  his  estate.  It  continued  in  their  hands 
until  the  final  settlement,  when  it  was  deducted  from  the 
amount  with  which  the  executors  had  charged  themselves. 
This  is  the  account  given  of  the  matter  by  the  answer,  and 
I  think  it  is  the  true  statement  of  the  facts.  The  complain- 
ants, when  filing  their  bill,  appear  to  have  supposed  that  the 
whole  amount  of  the  trust  fund,  including  the  Runkle  Rea 
note,  had  been  included  in  the  inventory.  And  this  con- 
clusion was  very  natural,  from  the  fact  that  the  precise 
amount  of  that  note  Wiis,  upon  the  final  settlement,  deducted 
from  the  sum  with  which  the  executors  had  charged  them- 
selves. It  seems  probable  indeed,  that  the  surrogate,  or 
whoever  stated  the  account,  supposed  that  that  note  con- 
stituted the  entire  trust  estate,  for  it  is  deducted  as  the  trust 
money  of  Gilbert  Sehenck,  retained  by  John  6.  Sehenck,  one 
of  the  accountants.  But  that  note  is  not  included  in  the  in- 
ventory, and  it  seemed  to  be  conceded  upon  the  argument, 
that  it  is  still  in  existence  and  in  the  hands  of  one  of  the 
defendants.  The  deduction  of  the  amount  of  the  note,  there- 
fore, from  the  amount  of  the  inventory,  must  either  have 
been  from  a  mistaken  supposition  that  the  note  was  included 
in  the  inventory,  or  that  it  covered  the  precise  balance  of 
cash  in  the  hands  of  the  executors.     But  it  did  not  cover  it 
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Independent  of  the  Rea  note,  and  of  the  interest,  there  was, 
at  the  date  of  the  settlement,  a  cash  balance  of  $1101.38  of 
the  principal  of  the  trust  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  executors. 
Regarding  the  trust  fund  in  the  hands  of  Garret  J.  Schenck 
at  his  death,  as  held  by  him  in  his  character  of  executor, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  case  that  can  relieve  the  defendants 
from  joint  liability  as  his  executors.  They  received  and  in- 
ventoried liis  estate,  and  settled  their  final  account  jointly  as 
executors.  Under  such  settlement  and  decree,  the  executors 
are  jointly  chargeable  with  the  balance  thus  ascertained  to 
be  in  their  hands.  BeUerjeau  v.  Exrs  of  Kotts,  1  South. 
359 ;  Fenrvimore  v.  Fennimore,  2  Greens  Ch.  R.  296 ;  Laroe 
v.  Douglass,  2  Beas,  308. 

But  it  is  urged  that  neither  the  facts  of  the  case,  nor  the 
frame  of  the  bill,  will  justify  a  decree  against  the  defendants 
as  executors  of  an  executor.  That  the  funds  were  in  the 
hands  of  (Jarret  J.  Schenck,  not  as  executor  of  John  Schenck, 
but  as  trustee  of  the  complainants,  and  that  the  defendants 
held  the  fund,  not  as  executors,  but  as  trustees. 

It  appears  by  the  will  of  John  Schenck,  that  the  fund  in 

question,  being  one  ninth  of  the  residue  of  his  estate,  was 

bequeathed  to  his  executors  as  trustees.  The  bill  alleges  that, 

after  they  had  settled  their  final  account  as  executors,  the 

fund  remained  in  the  hands  of  Peter  Voorhees,  one  of  the 

executors,  in  trust  for  the  complainants,  having  been  separated 

from  the  rest  of  the  estate  for  that  purpose.     That  after  the 

death  of  Peter  Voorhees,  the  fund  was  paid  by  his  represen- 

talivea  to  Grarret  J.  Schenck,  then  being  the  sole  surviving 

executor  of  John  Schenck,  and  was  received  by  him  as  the 

distributive  share  of  Gilbert  Schenck,  in  the  estate  of  his 

father,  left  as  a  trust  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  executors. 

•Jle  rule  appears  to  be,  that  if  a  part  of  the  assets  has  been 

^^ly  set  apart  and  appropriated  by  the  executor  to  answer 

*  particular  trust,  he  will  be  considered  to  hold  the  fund  as 

trustee  for  those  trusts,  and  no  longer  as  mere  executor. 

-ffiitoii  TrwiUes  {ed.  1857)  215,  237,  297,  364. 

*hia  principle  is  apphed  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  cestui 
Vol.  I.  Q 


182  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Schenck  et  al.  v.  Schenck's  ex'n. 

qiie  trusts,  but  how  far  it  will  avail  to  protect  the  executor 
or  his  representatives  from  responsibility,  is  another  and  a 
different  question. 

A  decisive  answer  to  this  view  of  the  case  would  seem  to 
be  that  Garret  J.  Schenck,  the  defendant's  testator,  did  not 
treat  the  fund  in  his  hands  as  trustee.  It  was  not  invested 
pursuant  to  the  will  of  John  Schenck.  It  was  either  used 
by  him  as  his  own  property,  or  invested  in  the  name  of  the 
executors  of  John  Schenck.  His  estate  was  liable  for  the 
money.  It  passed  into  the  hands  of  his  executors,  charged 
with  the  payment  of  the  trust  fund.  As  executors,  there- 
fore, they  are  bound  to  account. 

But  admitting  that  Garret  J.  Schenck  at  his  death  held 
the  fund  in  the  character  of  a  trustee,  still  the  question  re- 
mains, are  not  his  executors  jointly  liable  for  the  trust  fund  ? 

Upon  the  death  of  one  of  several  co-trustees,  the  ojjlee  of 
trustee  will  devolve,  with  the  estate,  upon  the  survivor,  and 
ultimately  upon  the  heir  or  personal  representatives  of  the 
last  survivor.  Trusts  of  real  estate,  upon  the  death  of  the 
trustee,  devolve  upon  his  heir-at-law.  Trusts  of  personalty 
vest  in  his  executor  or  administrator.  Hill  on  Trustees 
175 ;  WiUis  on  TrvMtecs  53 ;  Lewin  on  TriLstees  205. 

Not  only  the  estate  but  the  office  of  trustee  is  devolved 
upon  the  executor.  The  probate  of  the  will  is  conclusive 
evidence  of  his  acceptance  of  the  trust.  It  is  not  discretion- 
ary with  the  executor  whether  he  will  or  will  not  act  as 
trustee.  By  accepting  the  office  of  executor  he  becomes  ex 
officio  trustee  in  the  stead  of  his  tesUitor,  charged  with  all 
the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  office,  and  he  will  be 
decreed  in  equity  to  perform  the  trust.  Harvey  v.  Ha)^et/, 
lieporis  T'emp.  Finch  363. 

By  accepting  the  office  of  executors,  these  defendants  be- 
came co-trustees  of  the  fund  in  question,  and  jointly  liable 
for  the  amount  which  came  to  their  hands.  There  came  to 
the  hands  of  the  executors  of  the  estate  of  their  testator 
over  $12,000,  charged  with  the  payment  of  this  trust  fund. 
They  paid  $9000  of  legacies,  and  there  remained  a  net  bal- 
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ance  in  their  hands  on  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  of  $3745.- 
45,  which  went  to  the  residuary  legatee.     The  first  duty  of 
the  executors  was  to  have  invested  the  trust  fund,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  instructions  of  the  will,  in  real  estate,  or  under 
the  direction  of  the  Orphans  Court.     The  one  half  of  it  was 
confounded  with  the  assets  of  the  testator,  and  the  balance 
was  suffered  to  remain  at  interest  upon  a  promissory  note 
without  security,  given  to  the  executors  of  the  original  tes- 
tator, which  may  or  may  not  prove  available.    As  an  excuse 
for  this  neglect,  one  of  the  trustees,  the  only  one  who  is  re- 
sponsible or  makes  defence,  says  he  received  none  of  the 
trust  funds,  and  he  deemed  it  unnecessary  to  participate 
actively  in  the  administration  of  the  estate,  as  his  co-trustee 
was  the  sole  residuary  legatee  and  was  worth  at  least  $14,- 
000,  after  the  payment  of  his  debts.     But  the  fact  that  he 
confided  in  the  pecuniary  ability  or  personal  integrity  of  his 
co-trustee,  was  no  justification  of  his  neglect  of  an  impera- 
tive duty.     The  answer  further  alleges  that  the  defendant 
did  not  contribute,  in  any  way,  to  put  the  trust  money,  or 
any  part  of  it,  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  John 
G.  Schenck.     But  the  evidence  shows  not   only  that  the 
entire  estate  of  the  testator  came  to  the  hands  of  these  ex- 
^utors  jointly,  as  in  law  it  did,  but  that  they  exhibited  a 
joint  inventory  under  the  oath  of  both  executors,  showing 
that  over  $14,800  of  estate  had  come  to  their  possession, 
including  over  one  half  of  the  trust  fund  itself,  and  charged 
'^ith  ihe  payment  of  the  whole  of  it.     Mr.  Titus  not  only 
exhibited  t-hia  joint  inventory  under  oath,  but  he  consented 
to  the  payment,  out  of  the  estate,  of  $9000  of  legacies.     He 
received  from  his  co-executor  $2000,  a  legacy  to  his  own  wife. 
He  settled  a  joint  account,  claiming  credit  for  the  payment 
of  all  these  legacies,  and  claiming  commissions  on  the  whole 
aniount  of  the  inventory ;  not  deducting  even  the  specific 
portion  of  the  trust  estate  included  within  it.     As  executor, 
he  had  the  legal  title  to  this  property  and  the  right  to  con- 
*K>1  it.    It  does  not  appear  that  his  co-executor  ever  denied 
«^  right,  or  objected  to  his  control.     He  took  si^ch  active 
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part  in  the  management  of  the  estate  as  to  guard  his  own 
rights,  and  secure  his  own  legacy  and  his  own  commissions. 
Had  he  taken  the  same  care  of  the  trust  fund  committ^  to 
Ills  keeping,  this  controversy  would  never  have  arisen.  He 
had  an  undoubted  legal  right,  as  executor,  to  leave  the  active 
administration  of  the  estate  to  his  co-trustee.  But  neither 
by  his  tacit  assent  to  the  acts  of  his  co-trustee,  nor  by  the 
actual  transfer  of  the  legal  title  to  the  property,  can  he 
acquit  himself  of  his  responsibility. 

If  a  trustee,  by  his  own  negligence,  suffers  his  co-trustee 
to  receive  and  waste  the  trust  fund,  when  he  had  the  means 
of  preventing  such  receipt  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care  and  diligence,  he  will  be  held  responsible  for  the  loss. 
2  Story's  Eq.,  §  1273 ;  Adams'  JEq.  58, 59 ;  Laroe  v.  Douglass, 
2  Beas,  308. 

It  is  sometimes  said,  that  the  application  of  this  principle 
of  law  operates  harshly  against  a  trustee  acting  in  good  faith. 
But  in  the  present  case,  I  think  there  is  no  ground  even  for 
that  suggestion.  Mr.  Titus,  when  he  accepted  the  executor- 
ship of  the  estate  of  his  father-in-law,  knew  of  the  existence 
of  this  trust.  He  was  apprized  of  it  by  the  testator  before 
his  death.  Soon  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  his  son,  the 
co-trustee  and  brother-in-law  of  Mr.  Titus,  exchanged  with 
him  the  farm  devised  to  him  by  his  father's  will,  for  an  ex- 
tensive hotel  in  the  city  of  Trenton.  The  son  incurred  heavy 
expenditures  in  the  repairs  and  improvements  of  the  pro- 
perty thus  acquired.  He  embarked,  moreover,  largely  in  a 
business  which  Mr.  Titus  himself  characterizes  as  hazardous. 
Within  three  years  from  his  father's  death,  these  steps  led  to 
the  utter  insolvency  of  the  executor,  or  to  the  fraudulent 
concealment  of  his  property,  and  his  absconding  from  his 
creditors.  Most  of  these  steps  were  with  the  knowledge  of 
Mr.  Titus.  He  acted  as  his  agent,  book-keeper  and  coun- 
sellor in  many  of  his  affairs.  He  was  not  only  a  near  con- 
nection, but  on  terms  of  personal  intimacy  with  him.  It 
appears  from  his  evidence,  that  he  apprehended  his  insolvency 
before  it  occurred,  and  took  measures  in  the  hope  of  securing 
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himself,  but  he  made  no  efiFort  to  secure  the  trust  fund  which 
had  been  committed  to  his  keeping. 

The  case  appears  to  me  to  be  clearly  one  in  which  the 
principle  should  be  inflexibly  maintained,  and  where  no  in- 
justice can  result  from  its  application. 

The  defendants  are  jointly  liable  for  the  trust  fund.  There 
must  be  an  account,  and  the  fund  be  brought  into  court. 

The  complainants  are  entitled  to  a  decree  accordingly. 


John  S.  Rose  vs,  Charles  B.  Kimball. 

1.  A  deed  of  asBignment  endorsed  upon  a  mortgage,  though  duly  executed 
and  acknowledged,  passes  no  interest  to  the  assignee,  where  the  contract 
under  which  the  assignment  was  executed,  was  never  consummated,  and 
the  mortgage  never  delivered  to  the  assignee. 

2.  A  party  taking  by  assignment  from  the  first  assignee,  with  construc- 
tive notice  of  prior  equities,  will  stand  in  no  better  position  than  his  as- 
signor. 


■P.  i.  Voorhees^  for  complainant. 

Richei/,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage for  $4200,  given  by  Henry  S.  Harper  and  wife  to 
Spencer  Shoemaker,  and  by  Shoemaker  assigned  to  the  com- 
plainant. The  mortgage  is  dated  and  acknowledged  on  the 
fifteenth  of  February,  185G,  and  recorded  on  the  twenty-sixth 
01  the  same  month.  The  assignment  is  dated  and  acknow- 
ledged on  the  5fth  of  August,  1857,  and  is  recorded  on  the 
nineteenth  of  the  same  month.  There  is  no  question  as  to 
the  formal  execution  and  delivery  of  either  instrument.  The 
^^*8e,  88  made  by  the  bill,  is  very  clearly  established  by  the 
evidence. 
The  defence  is  that  Shoemaker,  the  mortgagee,  previous 
Q* 
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to  the  assignment  by  him  to  the  complainant,  had  assigned 
the  mortgage  to  one  Enos  P.  Gibson,  by  whom  it  was  sub- 
sequently assigned  to  Charles  B.  Kimball,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants. The  controversy  turns  entirely  upon  the  validity  ol 
this  assignment  to  Gibson.  There  appears  to  have  been  en- 
dorsed upon  the  mortgage,  a  formal  deed  of  assignment  from 
Shoemaker  and  wife  to  Gibson,  bearing  date  on  the  first  day 
of  March,  1866,  purporting  to  have  been  executed  in  the 
presence  of  two  witnesses,  and  to  have  been  acknowledged 
on  the  fourteenth  of  the  same  month  before  a  commissioner 
resident  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  This  assignment  and 
the  acknowledgment  are  cancelled.  The  seals  are  torn  oflF, 
the  names  are  erased,  and  across  the  instrument  are  written 
the  words,  "  this  assignment  not  consummated." 

Shoemaker,  the  mortgagee,  testifies  that  at  the  date  of  the 
assignment  to  Rose,  the  complainant,  he  was  the  owner  of 
the  bond  and  mortgage,  that  they  were  in  his  possession,  and 
that  he  had  never  before  parted  with  their  ownership.  He 
admits  the  execution  of  the  assignment  upon  the  mortgage, 
but  says  that  no  consideration  for  the  assignment  was  re- 
ceived, and  that  the  mortgage  was  never  delivered  to  Gibson ; 
that  Gibson  was  his  partner  in  the  business  of  conveyancing, 
and  that  the  sale  was  made  to  a  third  party,  who  requested 
the  assignment  to  be  executed  to  Gibson.  This  was  done 
accordingly,  but  the  consideration  agreed  upon  was  not  paid, 
and  the  contract  never  consummated. 

It  appears  that  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  June,  1857,  a  bill 
was  filed  in  this  court  in  the  name  of  Gibson,  the  assignee, 
which,  so  far  as  appears  of  record,  is  still  pending.  Shoe- 
*  maker  testifies  that  he  placed  the  mortgage  in  the  hands  of 
the  solicitor  for  collection,  employed  him  as  counsel,  and 
paid  him  a  retaining  fee;  that  he  afterwards  procured  the 
mortgage  from  the  solicitor,  and  made  the  assignment  to  the 
complainant. 

In  confirmation  of  this  statement,  the  solicitor  testifies 
that  he  was  employed  by  Shoemaker  to  foreclose  the  mort- 
gage, and  received  a  fee  from  him.     That  he  filed  the  bill  in 
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the  name  of  Gibson,  because  there  was  an  assignment  upon 
the  back  of  it  to  him,  then  uncancelled.  That  the  suit  was 
subsequently  discontinued,  or  agreed  to  be  discontinued,  at 
Shoemaker's  request,  to  whom  the  solicitor  delivered  the 
mortgage,  and  received  from  him  payment  of  the  taxed  bill 
of  costs.  The  bill  of  costs  as  taxed  and  paid  by  Shoemaker, 
includes  the  costs  of  discontinuing  the  suit.  The  solicitor 
farther  testifies  that  he  knew  no  other  person  in  the  business 
but  Shoemaker.  That  Gibson  left  the  bond  and  mortgage 
at  his  office,  saying  that  Shoemaker  would  call  and  instruct 
lum  what  to  do  with  them.  That  Shoemaker  gave  him  the 
instructions  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  that  he  did  not 
know  Gibson  in  the  matter.  That  Shoemaker  expressed  sur- 
prise that  the  foreclosure  was  commenced  in  Gibson's  name, 
and  that  the  assignment  upon  the  mortgage  was  cancelled  by 
Shoemaker,  on  receiving  it  from  the  solicitor,  and  in  his 
presence. 

The  bill  of  costs,  referred  to  by  the  solicitor,  was  taxed 
and  filed  on  the  eighteenth  of  July,  1857.  The  assignment 
by  Shoemaker  to  Eose,  the  complainant,  was  executed  and 
acknowledged  on  the  fifth  of  August  following,  and  recorded 
on  the  nineteenth  of  the  same  month. 

The  instrument  which  is  claimed  to  be  an  assignment  from 
Gibson  to  Kimball,  the  defendant,  bears  date  on  the  fifteenth 
of  December,  1857,  long  after  th^  assignment  to  the  complain- 
^thad  been  recorded.  Admitting  therefore  that  he  paid 
^alne  for  it,  he  took  it  with  constructive  notice  of  the  as- 
^'gnment  to  the  complainant.  He  took  the  assignment  under 
circumstances  which,  if  not  decisive  evidence  of  a  fraudulent 
P^irpoee,  at  least  afford  the  strongest  evidence  that  the  trans- 
*^on  was  not  in  good  faith.  The  bond  and  mortgage  were 
Dot  in  the  hands,  nor  under  the  control  of  the  assignor.  The 
instrument  of  assignment  is  in  the  form  of  a  notice  to  the 
solicitor,  that  Gibson  thereby  transferred  all  his  interest  in 
the  mortgage  for  value  received,  and  authorizes  the  transfer 
of  the  mortgage  to  Kimball,  and  the  suit  to  be  discontinued. 
When  this  instrument  was  in  fact  executed,  does  not  appear 
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except  from  Gibson's  own  evidence.  The  subscribing  witness 
is  not  produced.  It  was  never  acknowledged,  but  purports 
to  have  been  recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  Camden  county  on 
the  fourteenth  of  December,  1860,  three  years  after  its  date. 
Kimball  indeed  swears  that  at  the  time  of  this  assignment, 
the  mortgage  was  in  the  hands  of  the  solicitor,  who  was  fore- 
closing it  for  Gibson.  Now,  not  only  the  evidence  of  the 
solicitor,  but  the  endorsements  upon  the  mortgage  itself, 
show  that  months  previously,  the  mortgage  had  been  de- 
livered by  the  solicitor  to  Shoemaker,  and  had  been  by  him 
assigned  and  transferred  to  Rose,  the  complainant.  Kimball 
does  not  pretend  that  he  ever  saw  the  mortgage  in  the  hands 
of  the  solicitor,  and  there  is  no  apparent  reason  why  the 
solicitor  should  ever  have  made  the  statements  which  Kim- 
ball alleges  he  did  make. 

The  evidence  of  Kimball  himself  furnishes  the  strongest 
evidence,  not  only  that  the  assignment  from  Gibson  to  him 
was  procured  in  bad  faith,  but  that  the  consideration  paid 
for  it,  if  any  thing,  was  merely  nominal.  The  entire  mort- 
gaged premises,  consisting  of  over  five  hundred  acres  of  land, 
were  conveyed  to  Kimball  for  the  sum  of  one  dollar,  and 
were  expressly  declared  on  the  face  of  the  deed  to  be  sub- 
ject to  the  complainant's  mortgage.  Haines  bought  the 
equity  of  redemption  for  one  dollar.  He  now  attempts  to 
relieve  the  land  from  the  burden  of  the  mortgage  for  a  nomi- 
nal consideration.  There  is  not  the  least  evidence  in  the 
cause,  independent  of  the  testimony  of  Gibson,  whose  evi- 
dence is  totally  unreliable,  and  of  Kimball  himself,  tending 
to  show  that  he  paid  one  dollar  consideration  for  the  mort- 
gage. It  is  impossible  to  read  Kimball's  own  evidence  with- 
out a  strong  conviction  that  the  consideration  he  paid  was  of 
no  value.  He  testifies,  indeed,  that  knowing  all  about  the 
property,  he  gave  $3000  for  the  assignment,  and  yet  proves 
by  a  witness,  who  is  not  contradicted,  that  the  property  is 
not  worth  half  the  money. 

The  evidence  renders  it  very  probable  that  the  mort- 
gage was  originally   made  and  assigned  for  a  dishoneet 
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purpose,  but  I  see  no  reason  for  supposing  that  Kimball  ever 
had  the  least  title  to  it,  in  law  or  in  equity,  nor  any  ground 
npon  which  the  title  of  the  complainant  can  be  impeached, 
or  his  right  to  relief  questioned. 


Archibald  K.  Kearney  vs.  Alexander  S.  Macomb  and 
others. 

1.  Where  the  duty  of  a  tinstee  is  a  matter  of  doabt,  it  is  his  andoabted 
right  to  ask  and  receive  the  aid  and  direction  of  a  court  of  equity  in  the 
execotion  of  his  trust. 

2.  The  familiar  principle  of  the  common  law,  that  in  the  creation  of  an 
estate  hy  eked  the  word  '*  heirs  "  is  necessary  to  pass  the  fee,  has  not  been 
tltered  in  this  state  by  statnte,  nor  has  it  been  modified  or  relaxed  by  ju- 
dicial construction.  No  synonym  can  supply  the  omission  of  the  word 
"heirs,"  nor  can  the  legal  construction  of  the  grant  be  affected  by  the 
wtention  of  the  parties. 

3.  Ad  instrument  conveying  lands  absolutely,  not  as  security  for  money, 
Bor  to  be  held  in  trust  for  its  repayment,  but  in  lieu  of  it,  is  a  deed.  No 
nbiequent  event  can  convert  it  into  mortgage. 

4.  The  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  claiming  a  legacy  under  the  will,  and 
^claiming  real  estate  as  heir-at-law  against  ihe  will,  the  will  being  in- 
operative as  to  real  estate  by  reason  of  a  defective  execution,  the  heir  will 
Dot  be  put  to  his  election,  but  will  take  both  the  legacy  and  the  land.  In 
■nch  case  the  heir  will  not  be  required  to  give  up  the  legacy,  unless  the 
legacy  was  bequeathed  upon  an  express  condition  to  give  up  the  real  estate. 

5.  A  husband  and  wife  by  deed  of  trust,  conveyed  the  legal  title  to 
^^ttain  real  estate  to  the  trustee  for  life,  and  by  the  same  deed  in  terms, 
constituted  the  trustee  attorney  irrevocable,  in  the  name  of  the  grantors, 
or  either  of  them,  in  conjunction  with  the  grantors,  to  convey  the  land. 

Sdd,  that  as  respects  the  wife,  the  power  <u  ntch  was  a  nullity.  She  could 
«wt  convey  by  letter  of  attorney. 

^,  that  it  can  only  serve  as  evidence  of  an  intentum  on  the  part  of  the 
Ptttors,  to  confer  upon  the  trustee  a  power  of  sale. 

•ntrtAer,  the  trustee  has  no  power  of  sale  under  the  deed. 


%an  antenuptial  settlement,  bearing  date  on  the  seventh 
of  April,  1840,  executed  by  and  between  Susan  Kearney,  of 
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the  first  part ;  Alexander  S.  Macomb,  her  intended  husband 
of  the  second  part ;  and  Philip  Kearney  and  Archibald  K 
Kearney,  of  the  third  part ;  the  said  Susan  Kearney  conveyeJ 
certain  personal  estate,  and  her  interest  in  the  proceeds  o 
certain  real  estate,  unto  the  said  Philip  Kearney  and  Archi 
bald  K.  Kearney,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns 
upon  the  following  trusts,  viz.  In  trust  (1)  for  the  said  Susai 
Kearney  until  her  marriage.  (2.)  From  and  after  the  sol 
emnization  of  her  marriage,  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  sal* 
Susan  and  Alexander,  to  pay  the  income  of  the  trust  fund  t 
the  said  Susan  or  her  appointee.  (3.)  Upon  his  death,  if  sh 
survived  her  husband,  to  pay  and  transfer  the  said  propert; 
to  the  said  Susan.  (4.)  *'  And  if  it  shall  happen  that  the  sai* 
Susan  die  before  the  said  Alexander  S.  Macomb,  her  int^nde 
husband,  then  from  and  immediately  after  her  decease  t 
hold  the  said  property  so  vested  as  aforesaid  in  the  sai- 
trustees,  in  trust  to  pay,  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  on 
equal  half  part  thereof  to  the  said  Alexander  S.  Macoml 
her  intended  husband,  for  his  absolute  use,  and  to  paj 
assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  the  other  equal  half  part  there 
of  to  her  father,  the  said  Philip  Kearney,  his  executors,  ad 
ministrators,  or  assigns,  for  his  and  their  absolute  use." 

Philip  Kearney,  one  of  the  trustees,  died  on  the  tenth  c 
April,  1849,  leaving  the  complainant  the  sole  survivin 
trustee  under  the  settlement. 

He  left  Susan  Macomb  and  Philip  Kearney,  his  onl 
children  and  heirs-at-law,  surviving  him.  He  left  a  wi 
bearing  date  on  the  third  of  September,  1847,  executed  i 
the  presence  of  two  witnesses  only,  and  therefore  invalid  t 
pass  the  title  to  real  estate  under  the  law  of  this  stat-e  as  i 
then  was.  The  will  was  admitted  to  probate  in  the  city  c 
New  York,  the  place  of  the  testator's  domicil,  on  the  elevent 
of  May,  1849.  By  his  will  he  devised  to  his  son  Philip  cei 
tain  real  and  personal  estate  in  the  states  of  Illinois  an 
Wisconsin,  adding,  by  .way  of  explanation  to  the  devise,  thi 
clause :  **  The  above  is  given  to  ray  son  as  an  equivalant  t< 
my  homestead  at  Newark^  which  I  had  desir^  to  divid 
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between  him  and  his  sister,  which  he  did  hot  wish,  but  pre- 
ferred this  arrangement."  In  the  closing  clause  of  the  will 
the  testator  adds  :  '*  My  affection  for  my  surviving  children 
being  equal,  my  desire  has  been  to  divide  my  estate  equally 
between  them." 

The  said  Philip  Kearney,  in  and  by  his  said  will,  also  de- 
vised to  his  executors  the  Kearney  homestead  in  Newark, 
in  this  state,  in  trust  for  his  daughter  Susan,  during  her 
life;  at  her  decease,  "  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises 
to  be  for  the  testator  s  brother  Archibald,  so  long  as  he  lives ; 
at  his  decease  for  the  benefit  of  Susan's  children,  and  should 
her  children  die  without  leaving  issue,  then  to  the  testator's 
nearest  heir." 

The  will  devised  a  large  amount  of  real  estate  in  New 
York  and  elsewhere,  to  each  of  the  testator's  children,  and 
is  operative  as  to  all  the  property  devised,  except  the  real 
estate  in  New  Jersey,  which,  upon  the  testator's  death,  de- 
scended to  and  vested  in  his  two  children  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  fee.  Being  so  seized,  Philip  Kearney,  the  son,  by  deed 
bearing  date  on  the  sixteenth  of  July,  1850,  conveyed  and 
released  the  undivided  half  of  the  homestead  property  to 
his  sister,  Susan  Macomb,  in  fee  simple. 

Philip  Kearney  the  elder,  one  of  the  trustees  named  in  the 
deed  of  settlement,  appropriated  to  his  own  use  a  portion  of 
the  trust  fund,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  his  co- 
trustee, whereby  his  estate  became  largely  indebted  to  the 
trust.  After  his  death,  the  said  Alexander  S.  Macomb  and 
Susan  his  wife,  having  received  from  the  estate  of  the  said 
Pbilip  Kearney  the  amount  so  appropriated,  and  being  de- 
sirous of  investing  the  surviving  trustee  with  property  suffi- 
cient to  make  the  original  trust  fund  full,  and  having  issue 
of  their  marriage  two  daughters,  by  deed  bearing  date  on 
the  first  day  of  November,  1850,  after  the  said  Susan  bc- 
canie  seized  in  severalty  of  the  Kearney  homestead,  con- 
v^ed  to  Archibald  K.  Kearney,  the  surviving  trustee,  *'  his 
legal  representatives  and  assigns  forever,"  nine  lots  of  land 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  together  with  the  homestead  at 
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Newark,  "  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  the  said  Archibald  K.  Kearney,  his  legal  repre- 
sentatives and  assigns  forever,  upon  the  trusts  and  condi- 
tions mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  said  antenuptial  con- 
tract, in  lieu  of  the  sum  of  $43,633  of  the  trust  funds  so 
appropriated  by  the  said  Philip  Kearney,  as  such  trustee 
aforesaid." 

The  grantors  in  and  by  the  said  deed  also  constituted  the 
grantee  and  his  representatives  their  attorney  and  attorneys 
irrevocable,  with  power  in  the  name  of  the  grantors  to  exe- 
cute deeds  for  the  said  lots,  with  the  usual  covenants  and 
warranty  to  carry  into  full  effect  and  execution  every  con- 
tract which  he  or  they  might  enter  into  for  the  sale  of  the 
said  lots,  or  any  of  them. 

The  lots  in  New  York  thus  conveyed,  have  been  sold  by 
the  trustee  for  about  $65,000,  so  that  there  remains  in  the 
hands  of  the  complainant,  as  surviving  trustee,  funds  to  a 
much  larger  amount  than  were  originally  conveyed  to  him' 
and  Philip  Kearney,  in  trust,  under  the  antenuptial  settle- 
ment, and  more  than  the  sum  intended  to  be  replaced  in 
order  to  make  the  original  trust  fund  full. 

On  the  twenty-ninth  of  April,  1852,  Susan  Kearney  Ma- 
comb died  intestate,  leaving  her  surviving  her  husband,  the 
said  Alexander  S.  Macomb,  and  two  daughters,  both  of 
whom,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  were  infants. 

The  Kearney  homestead  at  Newark  has  greatly  increased 
in  value ;  large  assessments  are  about  to  be  made  upon  it 
for  paving,  and  other  improvements.  The  complainant  has 
filed  this  bill  to  obtain  the  decision  of  questions  which  have 
arisen  touching  his  interest  and  powers  as  trustee  of  the  said 
property,  and  which  the  bill  alleges  it  is  necessary  should  be 
settled,  to  guide  him  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts. 

Parker  and  Kea8bey,  for  complainant. 

JBradiet/,  for  defendants. 
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The  Chancellor.  Where  the  duty  of  a  trustee  is  a 
matter  of  doubt,  it  is  his  undoubted  right  to  ask  and  receive 
the  aid  and  direction  of  a  court  of  equity  in  the  execution 
of  his  trust.  The  questions  submitted  in  this  case  for  the 
determination  of  the  court,  affect  not  only  the  duty  of  the 
trustee  within  the  acknowledged  limits  of  the  trust,  and  in 
regard  to  the  trust  estate,  but  they  involve  the  title  of  the 
trustee  to  the  property  in  question.  As  the  decision  there- 
fore seems  of  necessity  to  affect  the  rights  of  others  who  are 
not  before  the  court,  I  have  had  some  doubt  aa  to  the  pro- 
priety of  deciding  those  questions.  But  inasmuch  as  the  de- 
cision is  designed  solely  for  the  guidance  and  protection  of 
the  trustee,  and  as  it  will  conclude  the  rights  of  those 
only  who  are  parties  to  the  proceeding,  the  points  submitted 
for  the  opinion  of  the  court  will  be  determined. 

1.  The  deed  from  Alexander  S.  Macomb  and  Susan  Kear- 
ney his  wife  to  the  complainant,  as  surviving  trustee  under 
the  marriage  settlement  of  the  Kearney  homestead,  passed 
an  estate  for  the  life  of  the  grantee  only,  and  not  the  fee 
simple.  The  grant  is  to  the  said  Archibald  K.  Kearney, 
"his  legal  representatives,  and  assigns  for  ever."  The  ha- 
bendum clause  is,  "to  ^ave  and  to  hold  *  *  to  the  said 
Archibald  K.  Kearney,  his  legal  representatives  and  assigns 
for  ever."  There  is  no  more  elementary  or  familiar  principle 
of  the  common  law,  than  that  in  the  creation  of  an  estate  by 
deed,  the  word  "  heirs  "  is  necessary  to  make  a  fee.  A  grant 
to  a  man  for  ever,  or  to  him  and  his  assigns  for  ever,  vests  in 
him  but  an  estate  for  life.  Littleton^  §  1 ;  2  Bla.  Com,  107-8 ; 
2  Crabb  on  Real  Prop,,  §  955 ;  Sheppards  Touch,  86,  101- 
2;  2  Prestx>n  on  Eat  11,  12 ;  4  Kent' a  Com.  5,  6;  1  Wash- 
bum  on  Real  Prop.  28 ;  2  Ibid,  621. 

The  cases  show  clearly  that  no  synonym  can  supply  the 
omission  of  the  word  "  heirs,"  and  that  the  legal  construc- 
tion of  the  grant  cannot  be  affected  by  the  intention  of  the 
parties. 

The  common  law  rule  has  not  been  altered  in  this  state 
by  statute.     Nor  has  it  been  modified  or  relaxed  by  judicial 
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construction.  In  the  recent  case  of  Traphagen  4"  Adams  ^ 
Iio88,  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  at  November  Tern 
1860,  the  common  law  rule  of  construction  was  maintaine 
in  the  learned  and  elaborate  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice,  an 
adopted  by  the  court. 

2.  The  deed  to  the  complainant  recites  the  antenuptii 
settlement,  the  death  of  one  of  the  trustees,  the  approprii 
tion  by  him  of  $43,633  of  the  trust  fund  to  his  use,  and  tt 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  grantors  of  investing  the  survivin 
trustee  with  property  equal  in  value  to  the  said  sum  i 
$43,633,  in  order  to  make  the  original  trust  fund  full ;  and 
conveys  the  property  to  be  held  "  upon  the  trusts  and  ooi 
ditions  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  antenuptial  contrac 
in  lieu  of  the  said  sum  of  $43,633  of  the  trust  fund  so  a] 
priated  by  the  said  Philip  Kearney,  deceased,  as  sue 
trustee."  The  terms  of  the  deed  admit  of  no  question  as  I 
the  purposes  for  which  the  estate  is  conveyed.  It  is  to  b 
held  upon  the  trusts  and  conditions  set  forth  in  the  antenui 
tial  contract. 

3.  The  terms  of  the  deed  to  the  complainant  are  absolute 
No  proviso  or  condition  is  annexed  to  the  grant.  None  ca 
be  implied  from  the  recitals  in  the  conveyance.  It  is  trw 
the  declared  desire  of  the  grantors  was  to  invest  the  surv 
ving  trustee  with  property  equal  in  value  to  $43,633,  i 
order  to  make  the  original  trust  fund  full.  But  the  deed  : 
an  absolute  grant  of  the  lands  conveyed  "  in  lieu  of  the  sai 
sum  of  $i3,633."  Not  as  security  for  the  said  money,  nc 
to  be  held  in  trust  for  its  repayment,  but  in  lieu  of  it.  Ther 
is  no  intimation  of  an  intention  that  in  any  event,  any  pai 
of  the  land  conveyed  should  revert  to  the  grantors.  If  in  it 
inception  it  Wiia  a  deed,  no  subsequent  event  could  conver 
it  into  a  mortgage.  A  mere  advance  in  the  value  of  the  Ian 
conveyed,  beyond  the  amount  of  the  debt  for  which  it  wa 
transferred  as  a  substitute,  could  not  produce  that  result 
What  the  value  of  the  land  conveyed  was  at  the  date  of  th 
conveyance,  does  not  appear.  At  that  time  it  might  hav 
been  of  equal  value  only  with  the  amount  in  lieu  of  which  i 
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was  conveyed.  And  even  if  it  was  then  of  greater  amount, 
there  are  obvious  reasons  why  the  grantors  should  have  de- 
sired, or  at  least  consented,  that  the  diminution  of  the  trust 
fond  should  have  been  more  than  replaced.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  conveyance  and  the  trusts  may  have  been 
alike  injudicious  and  inexpedient.  But  the  fee  was  in  the 
grantors.  They  had  a  perfect  right  to  dispose  of  it  as  they 
ttw  fit.     Stat  pro  ratione  voluntas. 

I  think  there  is  nothing  in  the  recitals  of  the  conveyance, 
or  in  the  terms  of  the  grant,  to  justify  the  court  in  treating 
the  conveyance  as  a  mere  mortgage,  or  in  ordering  the  re- 
conveyance of  the  homestead,  upon  the  ground  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  conveyance  has  been  answered  by  the  lands 
already  sold. 

4.  But  it  is  urged  that  although  the  will  is  invalid  and 
inoperative  to  pass  land  in  this  state,  yet  if  the  son  and 
daughter  of  the  testator,  who  are  devisees  under  the  will, 
would  avail  themselves  of  other  parts  of  it,  they  must  con- 
sent to  carry  out  the  devise  in  regard  to  this  land  also. 
They  are  put  to  their  election  to  stand  by  the  will  in  omni- 
iw,  or  not  to  claim  under  it  at  all.  And  inasmuch  as  the  land 
is,  by  the  will  of  Philip  Kearney,  devised  to  his  executors  in 
trust  for  certain  purposes  in  the  said  will  specified,  and  the 
heir3-at-law  have  certain  real  estate  elsewhere  devised  to 
them  in  said  will,  which  they  have  elected  to  take,  they  are 
hound  to  permit  the  title  of  the  Newark  property  to  pass  to 
the  trustees  for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  will. 

The  doctrine  of  election  is  founded  upon  the  principle  that 
a  person  shall  not  be  permitted  to  claim  under  any  instru- 
Dient,  whether  it  be  a  deed  or  will,  without  giving  full 
effect  to  it  in  every  respect,  so  far  as  such  person  is  con- 
oenied.  And  the  ground  upon  which  courts  of  equity 
interfere  is,  that  the  purposes  of  substantial  justice  may  be 
obtained  by  carrying  into  full  effect  the  whole  intentions  of 
^e  testator.  1  Jarman  on  WiLU  385 ;  2  Roper  on  Leg. 
1567;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  1075-7. 
Where  the  devise  is  valid,  but  inoperative  because  the  title 
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is  not  in  the  devisor  but  in  the  devisee,  the  application  of 
the  principle  is  clear. 

But  where  the  devise  is  invalid  because  not  a  good  execu- 
tion of  the  power  to  devise,  or  because  of  the  infancy  of  the 
devisor,  or  because  the  will  is  not  duly  executed  to  pass  real 
estate,  the  heir-at-law  may  take  both  the  land  devised  and 
also  the  legacy.  In  HearU  v.  Greeyibank,  1  Vesei/y  sen.,  298, 
Lord  Hardwicke  said :  "  The  infant  is  not  obliged  to  make 
her  election,  for  here  the  will  is  void ;  and  when  the  obliga- 
tion arises  from  the  insuflSciency  of  the  execution  or  invalidity 
of  the  will,  there  is  no  case  where  the  legatee  is  bound  to 
make  an  election,  for  there  is  no  will  of  the  land.  A  man 
devises  a  legacy  out  of  land  to  his  heir-at-law  and  the  land 
to  another ;  the  will  is  not  executed  according  to  the  statute 
of  frauds  for  the  real  estate ;  the  court  will  not  oblige  the 
heir-at-law,  upon  accepting  the  legacy,  to  give  up  the  land." 
In  such  case  the  heir  will  not  be  required  to  give  up  the 
legacy,  unless  the  legacy  was  bequeathed  upon  an  express 
condition  to  give  up  the  real  estate.  Boughton  v.  Boughton, 
2  Vesey,  sen,,  12. 

In  Carey  v.  Askew,  cited  8  Fe«ey  492, 497,  Lord  Kenyon  said : 
"  The  distinction  was  settled,  and  was  not  to  be  unsettled, 
that  if  a  pecuniary  legacy  was  bequeathed  by  an  unattested 
will,  under  an  express  condition  to  give  up  a  real  estate,  by 
that  unattested  will  attempted  to  be  disposed  of,  such  condi- 
tion being  expressed  in  the  body  of  the  will,  it  was  a  case  of 
election ;  as  he  could  not  take  the  legacy  without  complying 
with  that  express  condition.  But  Lord  Kenyon  also  took  it 
to  be  settled  as  Lord  Hardwicke  had  adjudged,  that  if  there 
was  nothing  in  the  will  but  a  mere  devise  of  real  estate,  the 
will  was  not  capable  of  being  read  as  to  that  part;  and 
unless,  according  to  an  express  condition,  the  legacy  was 
given  so  that  the  testator  said  expressly  the  legatee  should 
not  take  unless  that  condition  was  complied  with,  it  was  not 
a  case  of  election."  The  principle  was  aflBrmed  by  Lord 
Eldon  afi  a  long  settled  doctrine,  in  Sheddon  v.  Goodrich,  8 
Vesey  482. 
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The  doctrine  of  these  casea  is,  that  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
testator  claiming  a  legacy  under  the  will,  and  also  claiming 
real  estate  as  heir-at-law  against  the  will,  the  will  being  in- 
operative as  to  real  estate  by  reason  of  a  defective  execution, 
the  heir  will  not  be  put  to  his  election,  but  will  take  both 
the  legacy  and  the  land.  In  such  cases  "  the  heir  is  allowed 
to  disappoint  the  testator's  attempted  disposition  by  claiming 
the  estate  in  virtue  of  his  title  by  descent,  and  at  the  same 
time  take  his  legacy  on  the  ground  that  the  want  of  a  due 
execution  precludes  all  judicial  recognition  of  the  fact  of  the 
testator  having  intended  to  devise  freehold  estates;  and 
therefore  the  will  cannot  be  read  as  a  disposition  of  such 
estates  for  the  purpose  even  of  raising  a  case  of  election  as 
against  the  heir."  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  {ed.  1849)  389 ;  1 
Dev.  ^  Bat.  Eq.  634 ;  4  Deaa.  Ch.  JR.  274 ;  1  Lead.  Casea 
inEq.(Sded.)4(A. 

Upon  the  well  settled  doctrine  of  the  court  of  equity,  this 
is  not  a  case  in  which  the  heir  could  be  put  to  his  election  if 
all  the  property  affected  by  the  will  were  within  the  juris- 
diction and  under  the  control  of  the  court.  There  is  no 
condition  annexed  to  the  devise  to  the  heir-at-law,  either 
express,  or  by  necessary  implication.  It  is  no  will  of  land  in 
this  state.  The  will  is  not  executed  and  attested  according 
to  our  law,  and  can  create  no  case  for  election  as  to  lands 
liere,  from  implication.     Jonea  v.  Jonea,  8  GUI  197. 

If  the  doctrine  of  election  is  at  all  applicable  under  the 
terms  of  the  will,  it  would  seem  proper  to  be  applied  in  the 
tribunals  of  those  states  where  the  heir  shall  claim  by  virtue 
of  the  devise.  If  he  claim  under  the  will  he  may  be  put  to 
his  election,  but  how  shall  he  be  put  to  his  election  when  he 
claims  as  heir-at-law,  there  being  no  valid  will  in  existence 
h  ^hich  the  title  to  the  property  can  be  affected. 

Philip  Kearney,  the  elder,  died  intestate  as  to  his  real 
^tate  in  New  Jersey.  Upon  his  death  it  descended  to  his 
children,  Philip  Kearney  and  Susan  Macornb,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  fee.  Upon  the  conveyance  and  release  by  Philip 
Kearney  of  his  interest  to  his  sister,  she  became  seized  of 
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the  whole  estate  in  severalty.  The  deed  from  Alexander 
Macomb  and  wife  to  the  complainant  conveyed  a  life  estate 
only.  That  estate  he  holds,  according  to  the  express  terms 
of  the  grant,  upon  the  trusts  and  conditions  of  the  antenup- 
tial contract,  and  not  upon  the  trusts  contained  in  the  will 
of  Philip  Kearney,  the  elder. 

The  deed  is  very  peculiar  in  its  structure.  It  conveys  the 
legal  title  to  the  trustee,  and  then  in  terms  constitutes  him 
the  attorney  irrevocable  of  the  grantors,  in  the  name  of  the 
grantors  or  either  of  them,  in  conjunction  with  the  grantors, 
to  convey  the  land.  As  respects  the  wife,  the  power  as  such 
was  a  nullity.  She  could  not  convey  by  letter  of  attorney. 
Admrs  of  Earle  v.  Eaiie,  Spencer  360. 

This  clause  of  the  deed  can  only  qqtvq  as  evidence  of  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  grantors  to  confer  upon  the 
trustee  a  power  of  sale.  But  then  the  conveyance  should  be 
executed  in  substantial  conformity  with  the  power.  I  in- 
cline to  the  opinion  that  the  trustee  has  no  power  of  sale 
under  the  trust  deed.  If  a  sale  becomes  necessary  or  expe- 
dient for  the  interests  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  or  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  trust  property,  it  would  be  advisable  that  the 
sale  should  be  made  under  judicial  sanction. 


Charles  J.  Smith  vs,  George  Vreeland  and  wife  and 

others. 

1.  A  gift  of  money  to  a  married  woman  in  1848,  being  made  withont  a 
settlement  upon  her,  as  well  as  her  earnings  during  coverture,  are  the 
property  of  the  husband. 

2.  A  voluntary  conveyance  to  a  married  woman  by  her  husband,  while 
he  is  embarrassed  by  debts,  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  creditors. 

3.  Equity  will  protect  the  title  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  with- 
out notice  of  fraud,  though  he  purchase  from  a  person  with  notice. 

4.  A  purchaser  with  actual  or  cont^tructive  notice  of  fraud,  though  he 
pay  a  valuable  consideration,  takes  title  subject  to  all  the  equities  to  which 
it  was  liable  in  the  hands  of  the  vendor,    in  such  case  he  will  not  be  per- 
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niitted  to  protect  himself  against  each  claims,  bat  his  own  title  will  be 
postponed  and  made  subservient  to  them. 

5.  A  purchaser  is  presumed  to  have  knowledge  of  ^11  the  facts  disclosed 
by  the  deeds  under  which  he  claims  title. 

6.  A  purchaser  cannot  claim  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice, 
where  the  facts  patent  upon  the  face  of  his  title  and  under  his  immediate 
obeervation,  are  sufficient  to  put  him  upon  inquiry. 

7.  Where  a  creditor  comes  into  equity  to  remove  fraudulent  encum- 
brancee  or  conveyances  out  of  the  way  of  his  execution  at  law,  the  effect 
of  the  decree  is  simply  to  declare  the  creditor's  claim  an  encumbrance  upon 
ibe  property,  in  preference  to  the  fraudulent  encumbrance  or  alienation. 

8.  Where  a  party  has  proceeded  to  a  sale  under  his  execution  at  law, 
Mid  become  himself  the  purchaser  of  the  property  for  a  very  inadequate 
consideration,  the  court  will  not  set  aside  the  prior  conveyances,  and  perfect 
the  title  under  the  execution,  to  the  prejudice  of  other  judgment  creditors. 
All  that  the  complainant  can  ask  in  equity  is  the  payment  of  his  debt.  If 
bis  legal  rights  are  more  extensive,  they  must  be  enforced  at  law. 


The  case  was  disposed  of  upon  final  hearing  upon  the  bill, 
answer  and  proofs. 

Wearty  for  complainant,  cited  1  Story's  Eq,  Jur.y  §  408, 
tt>  and  fijoU  5 ;  Durdaps  Foley's  Agency ^  (ith  Am.  ed)  262 
andnoie*;  Dart's  Vendor  ( Waterman)  404,  408,  note  1,  407, 
^^  2 ;  Newkirk  v.  Morris,  1  Beas,  64 ;  Eameston  v.  Lyde^ 

1  Paigt  637 ;  Joumeay  v.  Brown,  2  Dutcher,  111 ;  Edwards 
on  Receivers  362;  2  Barb,  Ch.  Pr,  157;  Coming  v.  White, 

2  Paige  567 ;  McDermuU  v.  Strong,  4  Johns.  Ch.  E.  687 ; 
^^i  V.  AUm,  6  Barb.  S.  C.  E.  545. 

Plying,  for  Vreeland  and  wife,  cited  Eoberts  on  Fraud. 
^•)  oh.  4,  §  10,  p.  497 ;  Disborough  v.  Outcalt,  Saxton  298 
^wm'«i^.  Max.  561 ;  Jones  v.  Naughright,  2  Stockt.  301 
SoUud  V.  Davison,  Ibid.  295 ;  Garr  v.  HiU,  1  Ibid  215 
0^^  V.  Arvis,  2  Dutcher  43 ;  Hendricks  v.  Mount,  2  South. 
743. 

^^^k,  for  Mrs.  Scott. 

The  Chancellor.    The  bill  is  filed  by  an  execution  credi- 
tor of  David  Scott^  to  set  aside  as  fraudulent  certain  convey- 
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ances,  by  which  the  legal  title  to  the  real  estate  of  the 
debtor  was  transferred  to  Vreeland. 

The  judgments  were  originally  obtained  by  Abraham  T. 
Russell,  upon  two  promissory  notes  made  by  Scott  to  Stephen 
W.  Smith,  and  by  him  endorsed  to  Russell.  The  notes  were 
given  for  debts  due  from  Scott  to  Smith,  and  were  discounted 
by  Russell  for  the  accommodation  of  the  endorser.  The 
judgment  being  unsatisfied,  and  Smith  being  liable  as  en- 
dorser for  the  debt,  procured  his  brother,  Charles  J.  Smith, 
to  advance  the  money,  and  take  an  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ment in  his  own  name.  Had  the  debt  been  paid  by  the  en- 
dorser he  would  have  been  entitled  in  equity  as  surety,  to  all 
the  securities  held  by  the  creditor  against  the  debtor.  If  it  be 
true  as  alleged  in  the  answer,  that  Stephen  W.  Smith  is  the 
real  complainant,  striving  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  debt 
from  his  debtor,  he  is  clearly  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
judgment.  Charles  J.  Smith,  the  assignee  of  the  judgment, 
is  the  owner  in  equity,  and  entitled  to  the  same  protection 
as  the  original  plaintiff  in  the  judgment.  It  is  immaterial, 
therefore,  which  of  the  parties  is  the  real  complainant  in  the 
cause.     The  suit  is  obviously  for  the  benefit  of  the  endorser. 

The  defence  set  up  by  Scott  and  wife  in  their  answer,  cannot 
be  sustained.  When  the  suit  was  commenced  against  Scott, 
upon  which  the  first  judgment  was  recovered,  he  was  the 
owner  of  considerable  real  and  personal  estate,  and  was  em- 
barrassed by  debts,  if  not  actually  insolvent.  On  the  twenty- 
second  of  September,  1860,  the  day  on  which  the  summons 
was  returnable,  he  conveyed  the  real  estate  in  question  to 
David  Bedford,  by  deed  with  covenants  of  general  warranty, 
the  wife  joining  with  her  husband  in  the  conveyance.  On  the 
eighth  of  October,  Bedford  and  wife  reconveyed  the  premises 
to  the  wife  of  Scott.  The  consideration  expressed  in  both 
deeds  was  $4000.  It  is  admitted  by  the  answer  that  no 
consideration  whatever  was  paid  for  either  conveyance.  The 
deeds  were  purely  voluntary.  Bedford  admits  that  he  had 
no  interest  in  the  premises.  He  took  title  merely  for  th^ 
benefit  of  the  wife.    This  transaction  is  attempted  to  b^ 
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justified  by  the  allegation  that  in  1848,  the  wife  received 
about  $500,  as  a  gift  from  her  mother,  with  which,  for  about 
seven  years,  she  carried  on  the  millinery  business  in  her 
own  name  and  on  her  own  account,  and  was  thereby  enabled 
to  advance  money  to  her  husband,  with  which  the  property 
in  question  was  purchased.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever 
in  support  of  this  allegation.  If  it  were  fully  proved  it  con- 
stitutes no  defence.  The  gift  to  the  wife  in  1848,  being 
made  without  a  settlement  on  the  wife,  as  well  as  the  earnings 
of  the  wife  during  coverture,  are  the  property  of  the  husband. 
A  conveyance  of  the  property  to  her,  while  the  husband  is 
embarrassed  by  debts,  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
creditors.  The  subject  was  under  consideration  in  the  case 
oi  Belford  v.  Crane,  decided  at  the  present  term,  and  in 
SkiUman  v.  Skillman,  1  Beas,  403.  It  did  not  seem  to  be 
Beriously  contended  by  counsel  upon  the  argument,  that  this 
title  in  Mrs.  Scott  was  valid  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
husband.  But  it  was  urged  that  Vreeland  was  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  value,  without  notice  of  the  fraud,  and  that 
his  title  was  therefore  valid.  The  principle  that  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  value,  without  notice  of  the  fraud  may  protect 
his  title,  though  he  purchase  from  a  person  with  notice,  is  too 
dearly  established  to  admit  of  question,  1  Story's  Uq.,  § 
409,  410. 

But  the  principle  is  equally  clear,  that  if  he  purchase  with 
actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  fraud,  though  he  pay  a 
valuable  consideration,  he  takes  title,  subject  to  all  the  equities 
to  which  it  was  liable  in  the  hands  of  the  vendor.  In  such 
case  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  protect  himself  against  such 
daima,  but  his  own  title  will  be  postponed  and  made  sub- 
servient to  them.     1  Story's  Uq.,  §  395. 

Vreeland  claims  title  under  the  wife,  not  under  the  hus- 
Wd.  The  purchase  was  made  (so  the  answer  alleges)  from 
W.  The  husband  was  induced  to  join  in  the  deed,  merely 
Wuae  the  deed  of  the  wife  without  his  consent,  was  void. 
He  cannot  make  out  his  title  but  through  the  deed  from  Scott 
^d  wife  to  Bedford,  and  from  Bedford  back  to  Mrs.  Scott, 
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and  he  is  presumed  to  have  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  which 
those  deeds  disclosed.     1  Story's  Eq,  Jur.^  §  400. 

He  knew  then  that  this  property  had  been  conveyed  from 
Scott  to  Bedford  for  the  alleged  consideration  of  $4000,  and 
immediately  thereafter  reconveyed  from  Bedford  to  the  wife 
for  the  same  consideration.  He  knew  that  when  the  deed 
from  Scott  to  Bedford  was  executed,  Scott  was  overwhelmed 
with  debt.  Vreeland  himself  was  among  the  number  of  his 
creditors.  He  knew  that  Mrs.  Scott  had  no  means  of  pay- 
ing $4000  for  the  property.  He  was  familiar  with  the  condi- 
tion of  her  affairs,  and  had  from  time  to  time,  before  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  deed,  been  advancing  money  at  her  instance 
to  redeem  the  property  from  sales  made  for  payment  of  taxes 
and  assessments.  He  had,  at  her  instance,  purchased  a 
mortgage  upon  the  property,  which  was  being  pressed  for 
payment.  He  knew  that  the  deed  from  Scott  to  Bedford 
was  promptly  placed  upon  record,  and  that  the  reconveyance 
from  Bedford  to  the  wife  was  not  recorded.  It  was  in  fact 
placed  upon  record  at  the  same  time  with  the  deed  from  the 
wife  to  Vreeland.  He  is  presumed  to  have  known  these 
facts,  because  a  purchaser  has  no  right,  where  the  interests 
of  others  are  involved,  to  close  his  eyes  to  facts  patent  upon 
the  face  of  his  title  and  under  his  immediate  observation. 
They  were  at  least  suflScient  to  have  put  him  upon  inquiry, 
and  to  deprive  him  of  the  character  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
without  notice.  It  cannot  be,  where  a  husband  on  the  eve  of 
insolvency,  pressed  by  his  creditors,  with  actions  pending 
against  him,  conveys  to  a  third  party  who  conveys  directly 
back  to  the  wife  for  the  same  alleged  consideration,  that  a 
purchaser  with  knowledge  of  these  facts  can  claim  to  be  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice.  The  case  is  greatly 
strengthened  when  the  purchaser  appears  to  be  a  relative 
and  friend  of  the  wife,  who  claims  that  the  legal  title  was 
made  to  her  for  the  mere  purpose  of  perfecting  a  previous 
equitable  interest.  It  seems  in  the  highest  degree  improba- 
ble that  the  purchaser  should  not  have  been  fuUy  acquainted 
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with  the  real  character  of  the  deed  from  Bedford,  and  with 
the  nature  of  the  wife's  title. 

That  Scott  and  his  wife  designed  to  protect  this  property 
from  the  husband's  creditors,  is  abundantly^evident.  It  is 
in  (jEict  avowed  and  attempted  to  be  justified  by  their  answer. 
There  is  persuasive  evidence  that  there  was  complicity  in 
this  design  between  Vreeland  and  the  Scotts.  The  judg- 
ment to  Vreeland  was  confessed,  and  an  execution  levied 
npon  the  defendants*  personal  property,  while  the  complain- 
ant's suit  was  pending.  After  the  complainant's  execution 
was  issued,  the  entire  personal  property  was  sold  and  pur- 
chased by  Vreeland,  the  proceeds  being  applied  toward  the 
satisfaction  of  the  execution.  On  the  first  of  March  foUow- 
i^gj  the  property  thus  purchased  was  transferred  to  Mrs. 
Scott  for  $850.  The  execution  remained  unsatisfied,  no 
steps  apparently  having  been  taken  by  Vreeland  to  secure 
the  balance  of  his  debt.  On  the  twenty-first  of  May,  on  the 
petition  of  the  plaintiS*  in  the  complainant's  judgment,  an 
order  was  made  by  the  judge  of  the  Hudson  Circuit  for  the 
examination  of  Scott,  under  the  act  to  prevent  fraudulent 
trusts  and  assignments.  Of  that  fact  the  attorney  of  Vree- 
land had  notice.  The  fact  was  immediately  communicated 
^  the  attorney  of  Scott.  The  order  was  served  on  Scott  on 
"ie  twenty-second  of  May,  but  he  tailed  to  appear  to  be  ex- 
amined. Bedford,  to  whom  Scott  had  conveyed,  was  ex- 
amined on  the  twenty-ninth  of  May.  On  the  twenty-eighth, 
the  very  day  before  his  examination  and  the  disclosure  of 
the  fact  that  the  conveyance  to  him  from  Scott,  and  the  re- 
conveyance to  Mrs.  Scott,  were  voluntary,  Scott  and  wife 
<»nveyed  to  Vreeland.  The  deed  is  dated  on  the  preceding 
first  of  March,  so  as  to  appear  to  have  been  executed  pre- 
^OQsto  the  institution  of  proceedings  against  Scott  for  fraud. 
Notwithstanding  the  denials  of  the  answer,  it  is  difiicult  to 
'^ncile  these  facts  with  the  idea  of  good  faith  on  the  part 
of  Vreeland  in  taking  title. 

I  have  had  much  difficulty  in  regard  to  the  proper  relief 
to  be  administered.     It  is  usual  for  creditors,  after  exhaust- 
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ing  their  legal  remedy  against  property,  the  legal  1 
which  is  in  the  defendant,  to  come  into  equity  to  i 
fraudulent  encumbrances  or  conveyances  out  of  the 
execution  at  law.  In  such  case,  the  eflFect  of  the  de 
simply  to  declare  the  creditors  claim  an  encumbranc 
the  property,  in  preference  to  the  fraudulent  encum 
or  alienation.  But  in  this  case  the  complainant,  proc 
on  the  assumption  that  the  conveyances  which  he  no^ 
to  avoid  were  null  and  void,  has  proceeded  to  a  sale 
his  execution  at  law,  although  the  title  had  been  coi 
out  of  the  defendant  in  execution,  and  has  himself  1 
the  purchaser  for  a  very  inadequate  price.  He  no 
this  court,  by  its  decree,  to  declare  the  previous  conve 
fraudulent,  and  thus  confirm  his  title.  The  balance 
his  judgments  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  amounted  tc 
$300.  The  value  of  the  property,  according  to  the  tes* 
of  his  witnesses,  was  $3000,  exceeding  by  about  $13 
amount  of  the  encumbrances  upon  it.  The  defendant 
a  judgment  creditor,  having  a  balance  due  on  his  juc 
of  over  $600,  double  the  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  tl 
plainant.  The  bona  fides  of  this  judgment  has  no 
called  in  question.  The  property  is  suflScient,  accorc 
the  evidence,  to  satisfy  both  judgments.  All  that  th< 
plainant  can  ask  in  equity  is,  that  his  debt  shall  b< 
If  his  legal  rights  are  more  extensive  they  must  be  er 
at  law,  without  the  aid  of  this  court.  Though  he  1 
quired  a  legal  advantage  over  the  prior  judgment  of  ^ 
fendant,  there  is  no  reason  why  he  should  be  permi 
speculate  upon  that  advantage  at  the  expense  of  the  c 
ant.  After  the  complainant's  debt  is  satisfied,  the  I 
of  the  debtor's  property  should  in  equity  be  applied  to 
the  debt  due  to  Vreeland. 

The  legal  fraud  imputed  to  him  involves  no  moral 
tude.  He  may  have  been  prompted  by  honest  mot 
his  attempt  to  shield  property  to  which  the  wife  c 
title,  against  the  claims  of  the  husband's  creditors.  A 
the  complainant  can  demand  is,  that  his  judgment  sha 
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stitate  a  lien  upon  the  property  in  the  hands  of  Vreeland. 
Upon  that  claim  being  satisfied,  his  title  to  the  property 
should  be  surrendered.  If  the  claim  of  the  complainant  be 
not  satisfied,  the  property  will  be  decreed  to  be^sold,  subject 
to  legal  encumbrances,  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  satisfy 
first  the  judgment  of  the  complainant,  and  then  the  judgment 
of  Vreeland. 


William  R.  Sayre  and  others  vs.  Nicholas  J.  Fredericks 
and  others. 

1.  The  eleventh  section  of  the  "  act  for  the  prevention  of  frauds  and  per- 
juries," Nix.  Dig.  330,  requiring  trupt«  to  be  in  writing,  in  terms  applies 
only  to  trusts  of  lands.     It  does  not  extend  to  trusts  of  penonaliy. 

2.  A  mortgage  of  land  is  a  mere  security  for  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
*nd  is  not  a  conveyance  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  so  as  not  to  be  as- 
signable without  writing. 

3.  A  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  debt  to  other  persons  than  the  mort- 
gagee, operates  as  a  resulting  trust,  by  implication  of  law,  in  their  favor, 
^nich  is  expressly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

4.  Parol  evidence,,  to  raise  an  express  trust  upon  the  terms  of  a  written 
instrument,  is  received  with  great  caution,  and  must  be  very  clear  to  war- 
"^nt  a  court  in  establishing  the  trust. 

^'  Whether  a  conveyance  be  fraudulent  or  not,  depends  upon  its  being 
"Jwe  upon  good  consideration  and  bona  fide.  If  it  be  defective  in  either 
particular,  although  valid  between  the  parties  and  their  representatives, 
It  18  void  as  to  creditors. 

°-  A  denial  by  the  answer  of  the  existence  of  fraud,  will  not  avail  to 
Qwproveit.  where  the  answer  admits  facts  from  which  fraud  follows  as  a 
natural  and  legal,  if  not  a  necessary  and  unavoidable  conclusion. 


^mhey,  for  complainants,  cited  Nix,  Dig.  330,  §  11; 
Kn\gU  V.  Padcer,  1  Beas.  214;  Emerick  v.  Harlan^  Ibid 
229;  Owen  v.  Arvia,  2  Dutcher  22. 

innyoM,  for  defendants. 
Vol.  I.  s 
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The  Chancellor.  The  complainants  are  execution  credi- 
tors of  Nicholas  J.  Fredericks  upon  three  several  judgments, 
amounting  to  about  $500.  When  these  debts  were  incurred, 
the  debtor  owned  real  estate  in  Newark  to  the  value  of  about 
$3000,  subject  to  encumbrances  amounting  to  $1200.  After 
the  first  suit  was  instituted,  and  before  judgment  was  re- 
covered, the  debtor  mortgaged  the  land  to  EfFy  Clark  for 
$1248,  and  conveyed  the  fee  to  Daniel  F.  Conklin,  the  other 
defendant,  for  the  alleged  consideration  of  $350.  The  bill 
charges  that  the  mortgage  and  the  deed  are  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  creditors.  The  answer  denies  the  fraud,  ami 
alleges  that  the  mortgage  was  given  in  trust  to  secure  debts 
duo  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  heirs  of  his  father,  and  that 
the  deed  was  given  in  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  the  grantor 
to  the  grantee. 

It  is  objected  that  the  trust  is  not  in  writing,  and  there- 
fore void  under  the  eleventh  section  of  the  act  for  the  pre- 
vention of  frauds  and  perjuries.     Nix,  Dig.  330,  §  11. 

The  statute  in  terms  applies  only  to  trusts  of  lands.  It 
does  not  extend  to  trusts  of  personalty.  JSlab  v.  Aa6,  10 
Mod,  404 ;  Boberts  on  Frauds  94. 

The  debt  is  the  subject  of  the  trust.  The  mortgage  is  a 
mere  security  for  the  payment  of  the  debt.  The  assignment 
of  the  debt  carries  with  it  the  mortgage  as  a  consequence.  A 
mortgage  of  land  is  not  a  conveyance  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  so  as  not  to  be  assignable  without  writing.  Martin 
V.  MoioUn,  2  Burr,  969 ;  Browne  on  Stat,  of  Frauds  65 ;  2 
Storijs  Eq.  Jur,,  §  1016 ;  4  Kent's  Com,  159. 

If  the  mortgage  was  in  fiict  given  to  secure  a  debt  due  to 
other  persons  than  the  mortgagee,  there  would  be  a  resulting 
trust  by  implication  of  law  in  their  favor,  which  is  expressly 
excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  statute.  Nix,  Dig.  330, 
§12. 

Mr.  Eden,  in  his  note  to  Fordyce  v.  WiRis^  3  Brovms  Ch^ 
R,  588,  states  that  declarations  of  trust  of  personal  property^ 
are  in  the  same  situation  as  all  declarations  of  trust  wer^ 
before  the  statute.     But  that  he  has  not  been  able  to  find  ara- 
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instance  of  a  declaration  of  trust  of  personal  property,  evi- 
denced only  by  parol,  having  been  carried  into  execution. 
And  although  the  statute  does  not  extend  to  trusts  of  per- 
sonalty— and  although  it  is  at  this  day  well  settled  that 
trusts  by  implication  may,  by  parol,  be  engrafted  upon  a 
written  instrument  against  the  terms  of  the  deed  itself,  parol 
evidence,  to  raise  an  express  trust  upon  the  terms  of  the  in- 
strument, is  received  with  great  caution,  and  must  be  very 
clear  to  warrant  a  court  in  establishing  the  trust.     Fordyce 
V.  WHlky  3  Bro,  Ch.  R,  577 ;  Roberta  on  Frauds  94 ;  4 
KtM's  Com.  305 ;  1  Greenl  Ev.,  §  266. 

The  mode  of  establishing  the  trust  is  obviously  a  question 
Vfhich  concerns  the  trustee  and  ceshd  que  ti^ust  rather  than 
a  stranger,  and  with  which  the  creditor  in  this  case  has  in 
tact  no  concern,  save  as  it  may  incidentally  aflfect  the  ques- 
tion of  the  bona  fides  of  the  conveyance. 

Nor  can  the  mortgage  be  assailed  by  the  creditor  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  in  the  nature  of  an  assignment  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  and  therefore  void,  inasmuch  as  it  prefers 
certain  creditors  over  others.  The  real  question  in  the  cause 
IS,  whether  the  conveyances  were  made  in  good  faith,  or 
whether  they  were  designed  to  protect  the  debtor's  property 
^rom  his  other  creditors,  and  on  that  account  fraudulent  and 
void.  The  case  rests  entirely  upon  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendants— the  debtor  and  his  alienees,  and  the  testimony  of 
the  debtor  himself.  The  admitted  facts  are,  that  the  mort- 
age and  the  deed  were  made  upon  the  same  day,  and  that 
they  covered  the  whole  of  the  defendant's  real  estate.  The 
Personal  estate  was  covered  and  subsequently  exhausted  by 
executions  issued  upon  confessed  judgments.  At  the  time  of 
the  conveyance  a  suit  by  the  complainants  was  pending 
against  the  debtor  for  the  recovery  of  a  part  of  their  debt. 
I'he  debtor  was  insolvent.  The  mortgage  was  made  to  his 
f'lster.  The  deed  to  his  brother-in-law.  The  mortgage  was 
given  in  terms  to  secure  a  debt  of  $1248,  due  to  the  mort- 
g^.    The  instrument  is  silent  as  to  any  trust.   The  answer 
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admits  that  no  such  debt  was  due  to  the  mortgagee.  It  i 
up,  by  way  of  consideration  for  the  mortgage,  that  it  waj 
fact  given  in  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  tlie  mortgagoi 
his  brothers  and  sisters,  being  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  c 
tract  of  land  belonging  to  their  father,  which  had  been  i 
by  the  mortgagor,  and  the  proceeds  never  accounted  fo; 
the  hcirs-at-law.  That  sale  was  made  in  1843,  eight 
years  and  six  months  before  the  mortgage  was  given.  ' 
land  sold  for  $700.  The  mortgagor,  as  one  of  the  heirs, 
entitled  to  one  seventh  of  the  amount.  The  mortgage 
given  for  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  with  ei 
teen  years  and  six  months  interest,  no  deduction  appeal 
to  have  been  mtuie  for  commissions,  or  for  the  costs  and 
penses  of  the  sale.  No  settlement  of  the  account  had  c 
been  made.  The  amount  due  the  heirs  had  never  been 
certained.  There  was  no  written  recognition  of  the  existe 
of  the  indebtedness.  No  payment  had  ever  been  made 
account  of  it.  When  the  mortgage  was  given,  no  receip 
discharge  for  these  claims  was  given  by  the  mortgage< 
the  mortgagor.  The  other  heirs,  for  whose  benefit  the  m 
gage  is  pretended  to  have  been  given,  were  not  present.  T 
lived,  many  of  them,  in  remote  parts  of  the  country.  T 
were  not  consulted  in  regard  to  it.  They  had  no  kuowle 
of  the  transaction,  and,  so  far  as  appears,  were  never  noti 
of  the  alh^ged  trust  in  their  behalf.  Their  rights  were  ii 
wise  protected  or  even  recognized  by  the  terms  of  the  m 
gage.  One  of  the  heirs  was  dead,  leaving  infant  child 
No  provision  was  made  by  which  their  rights  could  be 
certained  or  enforced.  The  arrangement  was  made  ur 
the  advice  of  counsel. 

Admitting  the  competence  of  parol  evidence  to  estal 
the  trust,  what  evidence  could  have  been  produced  to  o 
come  the  terms  of  the  deed,  sustained  by  the  evidence  of 
mortgagor  ?  What  honest  trustee  would  have  consente- 
accept  a  trust  upon  such  terms  ?  What  intelligent  cou 
would  have  advised  or  sanctioned  it?    Is  it  credible  i 
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such  a  transaction  ever  could  have  occurred,  with  or  with- 
out the  sanction  of  counsel,  if  it  were  designed  in  good  faith 
to  secure  debts  due  to  the  heirs?     May  it  not  safely  be  as- 
sumed, not  only  as  probable  but  as  certain,  that  no  such  idea 
was  in  contemplation  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mort- 
gage ?    The  deed  cotemporaneously  made  to  the  brother-in- 
law  of  the  debtor,  was  for  the  alleged  consideration  of  $350. 
The  real  consideration  is  admitted  to  have  been  a  promissory 
note  of  the  debtor  to  James  Conklin,  bearing  date  on  the 
tenth  day  of  July,  1852,  for  $228.21,  with  interest  from  date. 
No  payment  of  principal   or  interest   had    been  made   on 
^<?count.     The  evidence  shows  that  it  had  long  been  regarded 
^^  of  no  value.     The  grantee  had  no  need  for  the  premises 
^^d  no  desire  to  purchase.     The  grantor  had  no  desire  to 
^11  or  to  part  with  the  possession  of  the  property.     He  in 
^^<^t    continued  to  occupy  it  after  the  sale,  as  he  did  before. 
1^  i»  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  case  having  more  unequivocal 
l^ges  of  fraud.     It  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  look  at  the 
^flrnitted  facts  of  the  case  without  a  conviction  that  the  con- 
v^ya^nces  of  the  property  by  the  debtor  were  not  made  in 
good  faith  for  the  purpose  of  paying  his  debts,  but  were  de- 
signed to  protect  the  property  from  the  claims  of  other 
creditors. 

It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  debts  barred  by  the  statute  of 
V\n\\utions  may  constitute  a  valuable  consideration  for  a  con- 
veyance.    The  real  question  is,  whether  the  transaction  was 
i^  good  faith.     If  it  was  not,  it  is  no  matter  what  the  con- 
sideration was.    Whether  a  conveyance  be  fraudulent  or  not, 
♦lependa  upon  its  being  made  upon  good  consideration  and 
^^fide.    It  is  not  sufficient  that  it  be  upon  good  considera- 
tion or  tona  ^We  ;  it  must  be  both.     If  a  conveyance  be  de- 
fective in  either   particular,  although    valid   between   the 
l^arties  and  their  representatives,  it  is  void  as  to  creditors. 
1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  333. 

■Nor  does  it  at  all  militate  against  this  conclusion  that  the 
*^wer  denies  the  existence  of  fraud.     Constructive  fraud  is 

s» 
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not  a  fact,  but  a  conclusion  of  law  from  ascerta-ined  facts. 
Although  the  answer  denies  the  fraud,  it  nevertheless  admits 
facts  from  which  the  existence  of  fraud  follows  as  a  natural 
and  legal,  if  not  a  necessary  and  unavoidable  conclusion. 
The  complainants  are  entitled  to  relief. 


Peter  F.  Diercks  vs,  Samuel  Kennedy. 

1.  It  is  no  valid  objection  to  a  defeno  of  usarj',  that  the  mortgage 
sought  to  be  foreclosed  was  given  lor  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  upon  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  Jand,  and  not  for  a  technical  loan  of  money. 

2.  The  taking  of  illegal  interest,  either  upon  a  lending  of  money,  or 
upon  the  forbearance  of  a  debt,  constitutes  usury. 

3.  The  forbearance,  or  giving  time  for  the  payment  of  a  debt,  is  in  sub- 
stance a  loan. 

4.  Where  the  contract  upon  it*  face  is  strictly  legal,  it  will  not  be  j.re- 
sumed  that  the  parties  had  in  contemplation  an  illegal  stipulation. 

5.  Where  a  debtor  wilfully  admits  a  greater  liability  than  actually 
exists,  or  conceals  the  equily  or  defence  on  which  he  .subsequently  relies, 
such  concealment  or  adniitJsion  will  be  absolutely  conclusive  in  favor  of  an 
assignee,  if  acted  on  by  him  in  accepting  the  aijsignmeiit. 


Beasley,  for  complainant. 

WllliavisoTij  for  defendant. 

Cases  cited  by  complainant's  counsel.  McMurtry  v.  Give- 
am,  2  Bcas.  251 ;  Mclntyre  v.  Pa/Aw,  3  Mctc.  207;  2  Par- 
''<ons  384;  Floj/cr  v.  Edwards,  Cowj)er  112;  Becte  v.  Bid- 
good,  7  Barn.  ^-  Cress.  453 ;  Va/i  Schalck  v.  Edwards,  2 
Johm,  Cas,  355;  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Waf/ffciierf  \} 
Peters  4U1 ;  Durant  v.  Banta,  3  Butcher  G24 ;  Tate  v.  TtcZ- 
lings,  3  1\  E.  538  ;  Barclay  v.  Wabnslej/,  4  East  55 ;  Brooks 
V.  Avery,  4  CbinsL  225;  BerrT/  v.  Walker,  9  B.  Mon,  404; 
i^hirkey  v.  JIufU,  18  Te.ras  883 ;  Hoyt  v.  Bridyewater  Cop- 
jjcr  Mining  Co.,  2  llalst.  Ck.  11  253 ;  Ibid,  025 ;  3  Lead. 
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CwiesinEq.  370;  Petrie v.  Feeter,  21  Wend.  172;  Watsons 
Exrs  V.  McLareUj  19  Wend.  557 ;  Davison  v.  Franklin,  1 
Bam.  ^  Ad.  142 ;  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  191-2-3 ;  Ross  v. 
ElizabethtoiDn  and  Somerville  R.  R.  Co.,  1  Greens  Ch.  R. 
434;  Berrisford  v.  Milward,  2  -4^.  49;  jBqw^  /ncJia  Cb.  v. 
Finceri^  Ibid.  83 ;  -HbJi^  v.  Norton^  1  Fer?!.  136 ;  Mocatta 
V.  Murgatroyd,  1  P.  TF.  392 ;  TFcrirfeZi  v.  Van  Rensselaer ,  1 
M/w.  CA.  R.  353 ;  ParskaU  v.  Lamoureux,  11  -4rn..  iawj 
P^.  J86,  (/an.  1863). 

The  Chancellor.  The  only  defence  to  the  suit  is  that 
the  mortgage  sought  to  be  foreclosed  is  usurious.  It  is  no 
valid  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  defence  that  the  mort- 
gage was  given  for  a  i)art  of  the  purchase  money,  upon  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  and  not  for  a  technical  loan  or 
lending  of  money.  Usury,  according  to  Sir  Edward  Coke, 
is  a  contract  upon  a  loan  of  money,  or  giving  days  for  forbear- 
ing of  money,  debt,  or  duty,  by  way  of  loan,  chcvisance, 
i^liiits,  sales  of  wares,  or  other  doings  whatsoever.  3  Inst. 
151,  c.  70 ;  Comyn  on  Usury  1. 

The  taking  ol  illegal  interest,  either  upon  a  lending  of 
montev  or  the  iorbearance  of  a  debt,  constitutes  usurv.  The 
^^ri'varance  or  giving  time  for  the  payment  of  a  debt,  is  in 
^iib.<tance  a  loan.  Spurrier  v.  Mayoss,  1  Vesey  531;  Dewar 
^'  S[jfin,  3  Teryn  li.  425 ;  Van  ScJcaick  v.  Edwards,  2  Johns. 
^.  355. 

TliHt  this  is  the  legislative  construction  of  our  statute  in 
^c'^rd  to  usury,  is  very  clear  from  the  language  of  the 
Various  enactments  upon  the  subject.  The  original  act 
•'^gainst  usury.  Nix.  Dig.  401,  §  1,  prohibits  the  taking  of 
^nore  tlmn  six  per  cent,  only  upon  a  contract  for  loan  of 
inoney,  wares,  &c.  The  various  supplements  to  the  act 
•'^thoriziiig  a  higher  rate  of  interest,  include  in  terms  not 
^^•^'y  H  loan,  but  also  **  the  forbearance  or  giving  day  of  pay- 
^^'i>t  for  any  money,  wares,"  &c.  Nix.  Dig.  402,  §  7,  8 ; 
^«'«pA.  Z,  1858,  34. 
li  the  original  act  had  not  been  understood  to  include  the 
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forbearance  or  giving  day  of  payment  for  a  debt,  the  ph 
ology  of  the  supplements  would  have  been  superfluous 
unmeaning. 

In  this  case  moreover,  the  rate  of  interest  forms  no 
of  the  contract  for  the  exchange  of  lands.  The  written 
tract  stipulates  merely  for  the  giving  of  mortgages, 
silent  both  as  to  the  time  of  payment  and  the  rate  of  i 
est.  The  written  contract  cannot  be  changed  by  p 
much  less  will  it  be  presumed,  where  the  contract  upo 
face  is  strictly  legal,  that  the  parties  had  in  contempl 
an  illegal  stipulation.  The  mortgagee  testifies  that 
was  a  parol  agreement  made  between  himself  and  the  i 
gagor,  that  seven  per  cent,  interest  should  be  paid  upoi 
mortgage.  This  verbal  contract  was  made  in  the  coun 
Union.  I  find  no  evidence  whatever  to  show  when 
bond  and  mortgage  were  executed.  If  the  parol  agree 
to  take  interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  was  ma 
the  county  of  Union,  where  the  mortgagor  resided,  an 
bond  and  mortgage  were  executed  there,  the  contra 
clear  of  usury.     McMurtry  v.  Givea'is,  2  Beas.  351. 

The  legality  of  the  mortgage  cannot  be  impaired  b 
tact  that  the  written  contract  for  the  exchange  of  lands 
executed  elsewhere. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  an  entire  failure  of 
dence  to  show  that  the  contract  is  usurious.  But  admi 
the  mortgage  to  have  been  tainted  with  usury,  can  th 
fendant  avail  himself  of  the  defence  ? 

Upon  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  by  Riggs,  the  < 
nal  mortgagee,  to  Diercks,  the  complainant,  the  mortj 
gave  a  written  certificate  that  the  mortgage  was  a  gooi 
valid  lien  upon  the  premises ;  that  it  was  given  for  a  pi 
the  purchase  money,  and  that  there  then  existed  no  leg 
equitable  defence  thereto.  Upon  the  laith  of  that  repr 
tation  the  complainant  took  an  assignment  of  the  mort 
There  is  no  pretence  that  he  was  aware  of  the  invalid! 
the  contract.  The  defendant  is  estopped  in  equity  h 
own  representation  from  setting  up  the  defence  of  usury 
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Where  a  debtor  wilfully  admits  a  greater  liability  than 
actually  exists,  or  conceals  the  equity  or  defence  on  which 
he  subsequently  relies,  such  concealment  or  admission  will 
be  absolutely  conclusive  in  favor  of  the  assignee,  if  acted  on 
by  him  in  accepting  the  assignment.  Davison  v.  Franklin, 
1  Bam,  ^  Ad.  142 ;  Watsons  Exrs  v.  McLaren,  19  Wend. 
557;  3  Lead.  Cases  in  Eq.  {Am.  ed.,  1859,)  370,  and  cases 
there  cited. 

In  accordance  with  this  principle,  it  was  held  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  New  York  in  Par  shall  v.  Lamoureiix,  that 
if  the  holder  of  a  note,  on  the  occasion  of  its  sale  and  trans- 
fer, represents  to  the  purchaser  that  it  was  given  for  a  val- 
uable consideration,  and  the  purchaser  takes  it  upon  the 
feith  of  such  representation  and  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that 
the  note  has  never  had  a  legal  existence,  the  holder  will  be 
stopped  from  availing  himself  of  the  defence  of  usury.  37 
-Bar6.  189 ;  Amer.  Law  Beg.  for  January,  1863,  p.  186. 

The  principle  upon  which  this  doctrine  rests  admits  of  a 
much  broader  application  and  is  founded  upon  the  clearest 
equity.  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cases,  {Am.  ed.,  1844,)  467 ;  1 
Story's  Eq.,  ^  19U3. 

The  complainant  is  entitled  to  a  decree. 


George  M.  Way  vs.  Isaac  A.  Bragaw  and  others. 

^-  A  bill  filed  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  at  law  is  not  demur- 
wleon  the  ground  of  multifariousness,  because  it  seeks  to  remove  fraudu- 
lent conveyances  and  encumbrances,  and  also  to  bring  within  the  reach  of 
w«  judgment,  equitable  interests  which  are  not  ihe  subjects  of  execution 
»tUw. 

*•  Where  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is  so  entire,  that  it  cannot  be  prose- 
CQted  in  several  suits,  and  yet  each  of  the  defendant*i  is  a  necessary  party 
tOMmepart  of  the  case  as  stated,  neither  of  the  defendants  can  demur  for 
BultifariousneM  or  for  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  in  some  of  which 
lie  hafl  00  interest. 

y  Where  a  jadgment  creditor  files  a  bill  in  equity  to  obtain  aid  in  en- 
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forcing  the  ]>ayment  of  his  judgment  at  law,  it  is  no  ground  of  demurrer 
that  other  creditors,  not  in  equal  degree,  are  not  made  parties  to  the  bill. 

4.  A  plea  of  another  nuit  depending  for  the  same  cause  in  bar  of  a  suit 
in  equity,  can  only  be  of  a  suit  depending  in  the  same,  or  in  some  other 
court  of  equity. 

5.  Where  a  Huit  is  pending  for  the  same  cause  in  a  court  of  law,  all  that 
the  defendant  can  a^^k,  is  an  order  putting  the  complainant  to  his  election, 
whether  he  will  proceed  at  law  or  in  equity. 

(>.  The  complainant  will  not  be  put  to  his  election,  unless  the  suit  at 
law  is  for  tli»?  same  cause,  and  the  remedy  afforded  co-extensive  and 
equally  beneficial  with  the  remedy  in  equity. 


Parker,  for  defendants,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  as  to 
the  question  of  multifariousness,  cited  Sto)y8  Eq.  PL,  §  271- 
280-530-540-747  ;  Fellotvs  v.  Fellows,  4  Cowen  682 ;  Brink- 
erhoff  V.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  R.  139. 

Beasley,  for  complainant,  contra. 

As  to  multifariousness.  Attomuy  General  v.  Corporation 
of  Poole,  4  2I)/lne  4*  C  31 ;  Turner  v.  Eobinson,  1  Sim.  ^ 
Stu.  314;  Cuijler  v.  Moreland,  6  Paige  274;  Bnnkerhoffw 
Broion,  0  Johna.  Ch.  R.  139 ;  Fellows  v.  Fellows^  4  Cowen  682. 

As  to  rule  of  convenience.  Campbell  v.  Mackaj/,  1  Mylne 
ff  C.  Go3 ;  Gaifies  v.  Che^c,  2  How.  619 ;  Oliver  v.  Piatty  3 
Ibid.  333  ;  Story  s  Eq.  PL,  §  534 ;  2  Dev.  4-  Bat.  Ch.  R.  31. 

Suit  at  law  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  a  suit  in  equity. 
Mitfords  Eq.  PL  250 ;  Rogers  v.  Vosbtirgh,  4  Johns.  Ch.  R. 
84 ;  Jo7ies  v.  Earl  of  Strafford,  3  P.  }\ms.  90.  The  practice 
was  formerly  otherwise.     Beames   Orders  177. 

The  party  must  elect  which  remedy  he  will  pursue.  1 
Hoffman  s  Ch.  Pr.  342 ;  TUlotson  v.  Ganson,  1  Vem.  103 ; 
Jones  V.  Earl  of  Strafford,  3  P.  Wins.  90;  Hindes  Ch.  Pr. 
178 ;  2  DanieWs  Ch.  Pr.  722 ;  Exrs  of  Conover  v.  Conover, 
Saxton  409. 

Prior  suit  no  bar,  unless  the  objects  of  the  second  suit  are 
completely  attainable  in  such  prior  suit.  2  DanieWs  Ch.  Pr. 
721 ;  Law  v.  Rigby,  4  Bro.  Ch.  R.  60;  Piekford  v.  Hunter, 
5  Simons  122 ;  Crofts  v.  Wortley,  1  Chan.  Cases  241 ;  Story's 
Eq.  PL,  §  739,  742;  HerteU  v.  Van  Buren,  3  Edw.  Ch.  R.  20. 
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The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  by  a  judgment  and 
execution  creditor  of  Bragaw,  one  of  the  defendants,  to 
obtain  the  aid  of  this  court  in  enforcing  the  payment  of  his 
judgment  at  law.  The  bill  charges  that  the  real  estate  of 
the  debtor  defendant  is  covered  by  a  fraudulent  conveyance, 
made  on  or  about  the  first  of  April,  1861,  to  Charles  P.  Hol- 
combe,  one  of  the  defendants.  That  personal  estate  of  tho 
debtor  to  a  large  amount  is  held  by  one  Wesley  Benncr, 
under  a  claim  of  title  derived  from  a  collusive  and  fraudu- 
lent Rale  under  a  pretended  judgment  and  execution  of  said 
Benner  against  the  debtor;  and  that  the  debtor  also  holds 
certain  equitable  interests  and  property  which  his  execution 
at  law  will  not  reach.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  tho 
conveyance  of  the  real  estate  to  Holcombe,  and  the  pretended 
title  of  Benner  to  the  personal  esUite,  may  be  declared  fraud- 
ulent and  void,  and  that  the  proi)erty,  legal  and  equitable  of 
the  debtor,  may  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  complain- 
ant's judgment.  To  this  bill  there  is  a  demurrer  by  Hol- 
combe  and  Benner,  and  a  plea  by  Bragaw. 

The  first  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  the  bill  is  multifa- 
nous.  The  sole  purpase  of  the  bill  is  to  enable  the  com- 
plainant to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  judgment  at  law  out  of 
the  property  of  the  defendant.  To  this  end  the  complainant 
^^  to  remove  out  of  his  path  fraudulent  conveyances  and 
encumbrances,  and  to  bring  within  the  reach  of  his  judgment 
suitable  interest's  which  are  not  the  subjects  of  execution  at 
law.  These  objects  may  properly  be  united  in  the  same  bill. 
(^^yler  V.  Moreland,  6  Paige  273. 

^or  is  the  bi.l  multifarious  because  it  seeks  to  set  aside  as 
fraudulent,  distinct  conveyances  or  encumbrances  upon  the 
defendants'  property,  in  favor  of  two  or  more  different  per- 
sons. 

The  grounds  of  suit  are  not  wholly  distinct  and  uncon- 
nected. They  form  parts  of  a  series  of  transactions,  or  of  a 
course  of  dealing  by  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  debtor  is 
seeking  to  defraud  his  creditors.  They  all  tend  to  one  end, 
the  defeat  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  and  although  it  is  sought 
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to  set  aside  two  distinct  encumbrances,  they  are  necessari 
connected  not  only  in  their  operation  against  the  complai: 
ant's  remedy  at  law.  but  in  the  relief  which  is  to  l>e  admii 
istered.  On  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  complainant  again 
both,  the  real  estate  can  only  be  sold  to  pay  the  balance  r 
maining  due  after  the  application  of  the  personal  estate 
the  complainant's  claim. 

So  the  defendants  are  united  in  a  common  design.  Ea< 
is  charged  with  colluding  with  the  debtor  in  order  to  d 
Iraud  his  creditors. 

Where  there  is  one  entire  case  stated  as  agjxinst  the  debto 
it  is  no  objection  that  one  or  more  of  the  defendants, 
whom  parts  of  the  property  have  been  fraudulently  coi 
veyed,  had  nothing  to  do  with  other  fraudulent  transaction 
The  case  against  the  debtor  is  so  entire  that  it  cannot  1 
prosecuted  in  several  suits,  and  yet  each  of  the  defendants 
a  necessary  party  to  some  part  of  the  Ciise  stated.     In  sue 
case  neitiier  of  the  defendants  can  demur  for  multif'ariou 
ness,  or  for  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  in  some  of  whic 
he  has  no  interest.     Attorney  Gcnerat  v.  The  Corporation 
PoolCj  4  Myhie  ff  C.   31 ;  Brinkerhoff  v.  Brown,  4  John 
Ch,  a.  671;  Fellows  v.  Fellows,  4  Coiven  682;  Boyd 
Hoyt,  5  Paige  65 ;   Turner  v.  Robinson,  1  Sim.  4*  Stu.  SIJ 
Story  s  Eq.  PL,  §  271,  6. 

In  Boyd  v.  Hoyt,  5  Paige  78,  Chancellor  Walworth  stat 
the  rule  thus :  "  Where  the  object  of  a  suit  is  single,  bi 
difierent  persons  have  a  claim  to  have  separate  interests 
distinct  or  independent  questions,  all  connected  with  ai 
arising  out  of  the  single  object  of  the  suit,  the  complainai 
may  bring  such  difierent  persons  before  the  court  as  defen< 
ants,  so  that  the  whole  object  of  the  bill  may  be  obtnined 
one  suit,  and  to  prevent  further  unnecessary  and  useless  lit 
gation." 

The  second  ground  of  demurrer  is,  that  the  bill  should  1 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors  of  Bragaw  jointly  with  tl 
complainant. 

The  same  objection  was  raised  under  similar  circumstano 
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in  EdgeU  v.  Haywood,  3  Atk.  357.  But  Lord  Hardwicke 
said:  "The  person  who  first  sues  has  an  advantage  by  his 
legal  diligence  in  all  cases.  The  complainant,  by  his  judg- 
ment and  execution  at  law,  and  by  his  diligence  in  this  court, 
has  obtained  a  position  which  entitles  him  to  priority  over 
the  other  creditors  of  the  debtor.  He  does  not  stand  in  the 
attitude  of  a  complainant  in  an  ordinary  creditor's  bill.  It 
doe3  not  appear  that  there  is  any  other  creditor  of  equal 
degree  with  the  complainant."  Clarkson  v.  Depeyster,  3  Paige 
32ii;  Parrnelee  v.  JEgan,  7  Faige  610;  Grosvenor  v.  Allen, 
9  Paige  74 ;  Farnham  v.  Campbell,  10  Paige  598. 

The  debtor  has  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  suit,  proceedinpjs 
pending  in  the  Supreme  Court  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  to  prevent  fraudulent  trusts  and  assignments.  Nix.  Dig. 
271,  §  23. 

A  plea  of  another  suit  depending  for  the  same  cause  in 
harofasuit  in  equity,  Ciin  only  be  of  a  suit  depending  in 
the  same,  or  in  some  other  court  of  equity.  Mitforda  PL, 
(by  Jeremy)  23G,  246,  notes  i,  k. 

Where  a  suit  is  pending  for  the  same  cause  in  a  court  of 
'•iw,  all  that  the  defendant  can  ask  is  an  order  putting  the 
^mplainant  to  his  election,  whether  he  will  proceed  at  law 
or  in  equity.  Hx'rs  of  Conover  v.  Coiiover,  Saxton  409 ; 
^ogtn  V.  Vosburgh,  4  Johns,  Ch,  i2.  84 ;  1  Huff  mans  Ch. 
'^\  342;  Story's  Eq,  PL,  §  742. 

Such  election  has  virtually  been  made.  If  it  be  conceded 
^^  alleged  in  the  defendant's  plea,  that  the  order  made  by 
5^6  justice  by  whose  direction  the  proceedings  at  law  were 
^'istituted  for  the  discontinuance  of  those  proceedings,  was 
Cooperative,  not  having  been  made  by  the  Supreme  Court  in 
^"lich  the  suit  was  pending,  still  it  may  safely  be  assumed 
^tat  the  order  for  discontinuance  having  been  made  at  the 
^*i-*tt^nce  of  the  complainant,  and  proceedings  having  since 
*"*^en  commenced  by  him  in  equity,  ho  would  not  be  permit- 
^*^'l  to  proceed  at  law  to  the  prejulic^  of  the  defendants' 
^^ghts.  This  court  will,  un  ler  the  circumstances,  regard  the 
'^Wtion  as  in  fact  made. 

Vol.  I.  T 
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If  the  proceedings  of  the  Supreme  Court  could  be  re- 
garded as  a  suit  in  equity,  and  in  this  respect  the  defendant  s 
plea  be  free  from  objection,  the  plea  cannot  be  sustained.  It 
is  obvious  from  an  examination  of  the  complainant's  bill  and 
of  the  statute  under  which  the  proceedings  at  law  were  in- 
stituted, that  the  remedy  in  the  two  suits  cannot  be  co-ex- 
tenj^ivo. 

The  former  suit  must  not  only  be  for  the  same  cause,  but 
the  efFect  must  be  the  same.  The  remedy  must  be  co-exten- 
sive, and  equally  beneficial  to  the  complainant.  Law  \\ 
Rigby,  4  Browns  Ch.  R,  63 ;  Pickford  v.  Hunter,  5  Simons 
122;  2DanieWs  Ch,  Pr.  721. 

The  receiver,  if  appointed  at  law,  must  come  into  equity 
to  attain  the  end  which  is  sought  to  be  attained  by  the 
present  suit. 

The  plea  and  demurrers  are  overruled. 


Caroline  Norris  and  others  vs.  The  Executors  of  John 
R.  Thomson  and  others. 

1.  To  const  it  nto  a  sptcific  legacy,  the  thing  bequeathed  must  be  sjircijiof 
and  (liKtini/uinht'd  from  the  rest  of  the  testator's  estate. 

2.  Tlie  inietition  of  the  testator  inu«<t  be  expressed  in  reference  to  the 
thing  boquoatlied,  or  it  must  otherwise  ch;arly  appear  from  the  wiU. 

3.  To  guard  a.<i»inst  an  ademption  or  extinguishment  of  the  legacy,  con- 
trary to  the  inttuition  of  the  testator,  the  general  leaning  of  the  court  is 
against  making  the  legacy  specific. 

4.  A  bequest  of  government  securities,  or  of  shares  in  public  companies, 
or  of  bonds  of  corporations  outstanding  and  circulating  as  well  known  se- 
curities at  the  date  of  the  will,  is  not  a  specitic  bequest,  unless  there  is  a 
clear  reference  to  the  corpus  of  the  fund. 

5.  A  legacy  may  be  rendered  specific  by  the  use  of  the  term  "  my  "  stock, 
or  the  stock  now  "  in  my possessiofi,'*  or  "  standing  in  my  name,"  or  '*  ownotl 
by  me,"  or  by  any  other  form  of  ex]>ression  which  clearly  indicates  the 
purpose  of  the  testator  to  give  the  specific  thing,  and  not  to  designate  the 
quantity  or  species  of  the  thing  bequeathed. 

6.  If,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  there  be  no  such  identification  of  the 
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thing  bequeathed  the  legacy  is  general,  and  if  not  foand  in  the  poFRession 
of  the  teiitator  at  his  death,  is  tantamount  to  a  direction  to  the  executors  to 
ponha^e  such  securities  for  the  legatee. 

7.  The  mere  posfcssion  hy  the  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  of  a  larger 
Rincunt  of  stocks  or  honds  than  are  hequeatlied,  will  not  make  the  bequest 
«/^ritf<-,  when  it  is  given  generally  of  stocks,  or  of  stocks  in  particular  funds 
vithout  further  explanation. 

^.  The  nature  of  the  legacy,  wlu^ther  general  or  specific,  will  be  fonnd 
always  to  depend  upon  the  terms  of  the  gift  to  the  legatee,  without  re- 
ference to  the  circumstance,  whether  the  estate  was,  or  was  not  put  in 
Urn. 


The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  by  consent  to  settle  the 
c-».'n.^truction  of  the  will  of  John  R.  Thomson,  deceased.  The 
^inestion  was  as  to  the  character  of  certixin  legacies  therein 
given ;  whether  general  or  specific. 

ZabrUkie,  for  complainants. 

Bradley  J  for  defendants. 

Cas»?3  cited  by  complainants  counsel.  Alsopa  appeal^  9 
I^(^n  374 ;  Blachtone  v.  Blackstom,  3  Watt^  335  ;  Foote  v. 
^^'ort}u,i(fto7i,  22  Pick.  299;  Ludlams  estate,  1  Parsom  Eq. 
P-  IIG;  1  Ham-is  192;  2  WiUiams  on  Ex  ra  {ed.  1859)  1045  ; 
Mhiinur  V.  Macgvire,  2  Lead.  Cases  in  Eq.  {Sd  Am.  ed.)  482  ; 
J'fi'vsv.  Jeffreys,  3  Atk.  120  ;  White  v.  Winchester,  G  Pick. 
^'"i  Cnthhert  v.  Cuthbert,  3  Feates  48G  ;  Hosking  v.  Nicholls, 

1  Youhg  iS^  Coll,  478 ;  Mullens  v.  Smith,  2  Drcwry  ^  JSmale 
210;  2  WdliaDis  on  Exrs  1283. 

Ca?es  cited  by  defendants  counsel.  Ashhurner  v.  Macgnire, 
^-J^'nd.  CwsesinEq.  (^dAvi.ed.)  482;  Coleman  v.  Coleman, 

2  I'tvei/  G39,  note ;  Stoid  v.  Hart,  2  Halst.  422 ;  1  Roper 
191, 192,  note  1 ;  2  Willia^ns  on  Exrs  {5th  ed.)  1043,  1045; 
1  Proper  204,  note  3  ;  Cuthbert  v.  Cuthbert,  3  Ycates,  486 ;  1 
%v  205-213-214 ;  2  Wdliams  on  Exrs  {oth  ed.)  1047 ; 
^f  V.  Porter,  4  Seld,  51G ;  Sibley  v.  Perry,  7  Vesey  529  ; 
P'^mon  V.  Addison,  2  Beav.  515;  Mathis  Exr  v.  Mathis, 
5  fiarr.  66. 
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The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  by  the  legatees  of 
certain  bonds  and  shares  of  stock  under  the  will  of  John  R. 
Thomson,  deceased,  to  recover,  as  part  of  their  respective 
legacies,  the  dividends,  interest,  and  income  accrued  and 
accruing,  on  the  respective  bonds  and  shares  of  stock  since 
the  death  of  the  testator.  The  sole  issue  made  by  the  plead- 
ings is,  whether  the  legacies  in  question  are  specific  or  gen- 
eral. If  specific,  it  is  admitted  that  the  complainants  are 
entitled  to  the  income  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  2 
Williayns  on  Exrs,  {cd,  1849)  1221 ;  2  Rcrper  on  Leg.  1250. 

The  bequests  are  as  follows,  viz,  *'  All  the  rest  and  resi- 
due of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  of  whatsoever  nature  or 
kind,  or  wheresoever  situate,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to 
John  M.  Reed,  Charles  Macalester,  and  Alexander  H.  Thom- 
son, their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  in  trust  for 
the  following  uses  and  purposes : 

**  First  To  give  to  my  sister,  Mrs.  Caroline  Norris,  two 
huncjred  and  fifty  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  New 
York  and  Baltimore  Transportation  Line;  to  my  sister, 
Adeline  Thomson,  two  hundred  and  fifty  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  said  line ;  to  my  sister,  Amelia  Reed,  wife  of  the 
Hon.  John  M.  Reed,  two  hundred  and  fifty  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  said  line ;  to  my  nephew,  Alexander 
Hamilton  Thomson,  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  said  line ;  and  to  my  niece,  Elizabeth 
Norris,  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  said  line. 

**  Secondly.  I  give  to  my  friends,  John  M.  Reed,  William 
H.  Gatzmer,  Richard  Shippen,  Dr.  Phineas  I.  Horwitz,  and 
Joseph  P.  Norris,  the  husband  of  my  sister,  Caroline  Nor- 
ris, five  bonds  of  one  thousand  dollars  each,  of  the  Delaware 
and  Raritan  Canal  Company  and  Camden  and  Amboy  Rail- 
road and  Transportation  Company,  redeemable  in  1.889 ;  one 
bond  to  each  one  of  the  above  named  legatees.^ 

The  admitted  facts  are  that  the  testator,  at  the  date  of  his 
will  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  owned  and  possessed  cer- 
tain shares  of  the  New  York  and  Baltimore  Traosporta- 
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tion  Line,  exceeding  in  number  the  amount  thereof  so 
bequeathed  by  him ;  and  also  certain  bonds  of  the  Delaware 
and  Raritan  Canal  Company  and  Camden  and  Amboy  Rail- 
road and  Transportation  Company,  redeemable  in  1889, 
exceeding  the  number  bequeathed  as  aforesaid;  and  also 
sundry  other  of  such  joint  bonds,  redeemable  in  other  years. 
At,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  to,  the  making  of  the  said  will, 
there  were  outstanding  and  circulating,  as  well  known  secu- 
rities in  the  stock  market  in  Philadelphia  and  elsewhere,  large 
amounts  of  the  bonds  of  the  said  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal 
Company  and  Camden  and  Amboy  Railroad  and  Transporta- 
tion Company,  which  had  been  issued  at  different  periods, 
and  were  payable  respectively  in  different  years,  from  1863 
to  1889,  inclusive,  all  of  which  were  the  joint  bonds  of  said 
c-ompanies.  The  testator  was  loan  agent  of  the  said  joint 
^•ompaiiies  for  several  years  next  prior  to  his  death,  liavmg 
his  office  as  such  agent  in  Philadelphia,  and  oft^n  negotiated 
WLs  of  the  said  companies  on  their  behalf.  The  will  is 
•lated  on  the  twentieth  of  July,  1862.  The  testator  died  at 
Princeton,  in  this  state,  the  place  of  his  domicil,  on  the 
twelfth  of  September,  in  the  same  year. 

Tbo  general  principles  which  must  control  in  the  deter- 
mination of  this  question,  are  familiar  and  well  settled.  The 
Jiutliorities  are  very  numerous,  and  will  be  found  collected 
in  the  elementary  treatises  to  which  reference  is  made. 

To  constitute  a  specific  legacy,  the  thing  bequeathed  must 
^specified  and  distinguished  from  the  rest  of  the  testator's 
estate.  Purse  v.  Snaplin,  1  Atk,  417  ;  Stepliensori  v.  Dow- 
^n,  3  Bcav.  349. 

Tlie  intention  of  the  testator  must  be  expressed  in  refer- 
ence to  the  thing  bequeathed,  or  it  must  otherwise  clearly 
appear  from  the  will.  1  Roper  on  Leg,  192,  204 ;  2  Wil- 
^m^  on  Exra  995. 

To  guard  against  an  ademption  or  extinguishment  of  the 
legacy,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  the  general 
l<iauing  of  the  court  is  against  making  the  legacy  specific. 
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Exrs  of  Cogdell  v.  Devisees  of  Testator,  3  Dess.  373 ;  Foote^ 
Qfppt,  22  Pick.  302. 

In  the  application  of  these  principles,  it  is  a  settled  rule 
of  construction  that  a  bequest  of  government  securities,  or 
shares  in  public  companies,  is  not  a  specific  bequest,  unless 
there  is  a  clear  reference  to  the  corpus  of  the  fund.  1  Roper 
on  Leg.  214. 

The  same  principle  is  clearly  applicable  to  the  bonds  of 
corporations  which,  at  the  date  of  the  will,  weie  outstand- 
ing and  circulating,  as  well  known  securities  in  the  stock 
market. 

To  make  a  legacy  of  such  stocks  or  securities  specific, 
there  must  be  something  upon  the  face  of  the  will  to  indi- 
viduate them,  and  to  distinguish  them  from  all  others  of  the 
same  kind.  Thus  the  legacy  may  be  rendered  specific  by  the 
use  of  term  "  my  "  stock,  or  the  stock,  or  part  of  the  stock,  now 
"m  viy  2)os.<?e«.^?o?i,"  or  '* standing  in  my  name,"  or  "owned 
by  me,"  or  by  directing  it  to  be  sold  and  converted  into 
money,  or  by  any  other  form  of  expression  which  clearly  in- 
dicates the  purpose  of  the  testator  to  give  the  specific  thing, 
and  not  to  designate  the  quantity  or  species  of  the  thing  be- 
queathed.    2  WiUiavis  on  Exrs  997  ;  1  Roper  on  Leg,  204. 

If  by  the  terms  of  the  will  there  be  no  such  identification 
of  the  thing  bequeathed,  the  legacy  is  general;  and  if  not 
found  in  his  possession  at  his  death,  is  tantamount  to  a  di- 
rection to  the  executors  to  purchase  such  securities  for  the 
legatee. 

And  the  mere  possession  by  the  testator,  at  the  date  of  his 
will,  of  a  larger  amount  of  stocks  or  bonds  than  are  be- 
queathed, will  not  make  the  bequest  specific,  when  it  is  given 
generally  of  stocks,  or  of  stocks  in  particular  funds,  without 
further  explanation.  1  Roper  on  Leg,  205 ;  2  WiUiams  on 
Exrs  999. 

In  the  various  legacies  to  the  complainants,  the  langrage 
used  by  the  testator  is  of  the  most  general  character,  merely 
sufiicient  to  indicate  the  species  of  the  thing  bequ  a  bed 
There  is  nothing  to  indicate  any  purpose,  much  less  a  "  clear 
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intention  "  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  to  bequeath  the  par- 
ticular shares  of  stock  or  bonds  held  by  him  at  the  date  of 
the  will,  or  any  other  specific  shares  or  bonds  of  the  species 
designated.  The  legacy  unquestionably  by  its  terms  is  gen- 
erol,  not  specific. 

The  construction  of  the  will  is  in  no  wise  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  estate  of  the  testator  was  given  to  trustees  for 
the  purposes  of  his  will.  This  incident  will  be  found  in 
many  of  the  reported  cases,  but  it  is  never  relied  upon,  or 
even  adverted  to,  as  of  any  significance  upon  the  question  of 
construction.  The  nature  of  the  legacy,  whether  general  or 
specific,  will  be  found  always  to  depend  upon  the  terms  of 
the  gift  to  the  legatee,  without  reference  to  the  circumstance 
whether  the  estate  was,  or  was  not,  put  in  trust. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  to  the 
trustees,  with  the  corpus  of  his  estate,  the  stocks  and  bonds 
in  question,  in  trust  to  give  shares  and  bonds  of  the  desig- 
nait'd  species  included  in  the  trust  fund,  to  the  various 
It'gatees.  And  it  is  said  that  the  case  is  analogous  to  that 
of  aljequest  of  the  testator's  library,  in  trust  to  give  Boydell's 
^hakspeare  to  A,  and  the  Edinburgh  Encyclopaedia  to  B. 
The  easels  would  be  analogous  if  the  tesUitor  had  made  a 
s^peoific  bequest  of  his  bonds  and  stocks  in  trust  to  be  dis- 
tributed among  his  legatees.  But  the  decisive  answer  to 
this  view  of  the  case  is,  that  the  bequest  of  the  entire  corpus 
of  an  estate,  or  residue  of  an  estate,  is  never  deemed  a 
'^pwific  legacy  of  the  whole,  or  of  any  portion,  of  the  property 
included  in  the  bequest. 

Thf^re  are  two  other  clauses  in  the  will,  which  are  relied 
^^  as  indicating  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to 
to  make  the  legacies  to  the  complainants  specific. 

%  the  first  of  these  clauses,  the  testator  directs  that  from 
^^^  income  of  the  residue  of  his  estate,  there  shall  be  paid 
'^^  annu  1  sum  of  $10,000  to  his  wife ;  and  by  the  second,  he 
funh^r  directs  that  if  the  income  from  his  estate,  after  the 
t^ynitiut  of  the  bequests  before  made  (including  the  bequests 
^0  the  complainants),  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  $10,000  a  year, 
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the  surplus  should  be  invested,  &c.  It  is  argued  that  these 
clauses  do  not  include  the  income  of  the  legacies  in  question, 
and  if  the  income  does  not  pass  to  the  respective  legatees, 
with  the  principal,  then  as  to  such  income  the  testator  died 
intestate.  But  if  it  be  admitted  that  this  is  the  strict  literal 
import  of  the  language  used,  yet  it  cannot  I  think  be  ques- 
tioned, that  using  the  term  "residue"  in  its  ordinary  and 
natural  sense,  the  language  is  equally  appropriate,  and  would 
have  been  used  by  the  testator,  whether  the  previous  legacies 
were  general  or  specific.  They  are  at  the  utmost  of  doubtful 
import,  and  cannot  serve  to  indicate  a  "  clear  intention  *'  on 
on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  make  the  legacies  specific. 

If  these  legatees  were  now  before  the  court  claiming  the 
payment  of  these  legacies,  and  it  should  be  made  to  appear 
that  all  the  shares  of  stock,  and  all  the  bonds,  of  the  kinds 
bequeathed,  had  been  sold  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  I 
think  it  never  could  be  held,  under  the  terms  of  the  will, 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  those  legacies 
to  his  nearest  relatives  and  chosen  friends  should  be  extin- 
guished, and  the  favorite  objects  of  his  bounty  deprived  of 
all  benefit  under  the  will.  And  yet  this  must  have  been  the 
result  if  these  legacies  are  specific.  The  character  and  inci- 
dents of  the  gift  are  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  bequest,  and 
cannot  depend  upon  the  effects  which  may  result,  whether 
beneficial  or  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  legatee. 

The  legacies  to  the  complainants  are  not  specific,  and  the 
legatees,  consequently,  are  not  entitled  to  the  accrued  and 
accruing  dividends  and  income  thereon. 


Administrator  of  Catharine  C.  Young  vs.  Aaron  H. 
Rathbone. 

1.  A  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  » 
contract  I'ur  the  purchase  of  land,  under  a  sale  which  a  competent  tribunal 
had  pronounced  unauthorized  and  illegal. 

2.  Tlie  judgment  or  decree  of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  uponi 
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(object  matter  within  its  jurisdictioD,  is  final  and  conclusive,  and  can 
De?«r  be  qaestioned  in  a  collateral  suit. 

3.  But  where  the  order  or  decree  is  not  an  error  of  judgment,  but  an 
usurpation  of  power,  it  is  not  conclusive,  and  may  be  drawn  in  question  in 
i  colliteral  proceeding. 

i.  Acoart  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  will  not  compel  a 
porchaser  to  accept  a  title  depending  upon  an  illegal  and  invalid  sale, 
while  it  remains  open  to  review,  although  the  judgment  unreversed  might 
b«  conclusive  upon  the  party's  rights. 

5.  Time  is  not  generally  deemed  in  equity  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract,  unless  the  parties  have  expressly  so  treated  it,  or  it  necessarily 
follows  from  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  contract.  Specific  per- 
formance is  frequently  decreed,  where  the  terms  for  the  completion  of  the 
contract  have  not,  in  point  of  time,  been  strictly  complied  with. 

6.  Where  the  time  fixed  for  the  delivery  of  a  deed  has  passed  and  cir- 
cumstances have  materially  changed,  a  vendee  acting  in  good  faith  will 
not  be  compelled  to  accept  a  deed  against  his  will,  which  he  was  ready  and 
willing  to  accept  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  performance  of  the  contract. 


On  final  hearing. 

ZdhmkiCj  for  complainant. 

Samom  and  Scqfield,  for  defendant. 

Cases  cited  by  complainant's  counsel.     Kempes  Lessee  v. 

^unedy,  5  Chanch  173,  186 ;  Ex  parte  Watkins,  3  Peters 

^93,  202;    Voorhees  v.  Bayik  of  United  States^   10  Peters 

"49, 472 ;  Hartshorne  v.  Johnson^  2  Halst.  P,  108 ;  Den  v. 

^^Uers,  Ibid.  153 ;  Den  v.  O'Hanlon,  1  Zab,  582 ;  Den  v. 

^<i*ton,  4  Ibid.  818,  820;  Den  v.  Hammel,  3  Ilarr.  73; 

'^^iM  V.  Page^  2  Greens  Ch.  i2.  143 ;  Pittenger  v.  Pittenger, 

^iid.  156,  166;  Stokes  v.  Middleton,  4  Diitcher  32,  35; 

^'unyon  v.  India  Rubber  Co.,  4  Zab.  473,  476;  Stevens  v. 

^^Tiders,  1  Greenes  P.  271,  reviewed. 


\ 


Cases  cited  by  defendant's  counsel.  Stevens  v.  Enders,  1 
^reeris  P.  271;  Van  Piper  v.  Perdan,  2  Greens  P.  139; 
^t<Ue  V.  Pickey,  3  Halst.  P.  50. 
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The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  to  enforce  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  certain  real  estate 
made  by  the  complainant,  as  administrator  with  the  will  an- 
nexed, and  trustee  of  the  estate  of  Catharine  C.  Young,  de- 
ceased, to  the  defendant.  The  sale  was  made  on  the  twenty- 
second  of  September,  1860.  By  the  conditions  of  sale  the 
deed  was  to  have  been  delivered  on  the  first  Monday  of  De- 
cember following.  The  defendant  declined  to  accept  the 
deed,  and  now  resists  a  decree  for  specific  performance  on 
the  ground  of  defective  title. 

Catharine  C.  Young,  the  complainant's  testatrix,  claimed 
title  to  the  pn^mises  under  a  deed  made  by  commissioners 
appointed  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  the  county  of  Ber- 
gen, upon  an  application  for  the  partition  of  certain  real  estate 
whereof  Thoma.s  Stevenson  died  seized,  among  his  devisees, 
under  the  act  of  1789.  Three  of  the  tenants  in  common 
held  their  shares  in  fee.  Two  of  them  were  tenants  for  life 
only,  w^ith  remainder  over  to  their  children.  The  proceed- 
ings were  in  the  name  of  those  only  having  estates  in  pos- 
session. The  tenants  in  remainder  were  not,  and  could  not, 
be  made  parties  to  the  proceeding. 

In  K<teveus  v.  J'JnderSy  1  Grceii  271,  it  was  decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  this  state,  that  on  application  for  partition, 
where  there  were  persons  owning  estates  in  remainder  who 
could  not  be  made  parties  to  the  suit,  the  court  have  no  au- 
thority, under  the  act  of  1789,  to  make  an  order  lor  sale,  or 
to  approve  and  confirm  it.     This  case  falls  directly  within 
the  authority  of  that  adjudication,  and  it  is  admitted  that  iC 
that  decision  be  law,  the  sale  in  this  case  was  unauthorized 
and  illegal.     ]>ut  it  is  insisted  that  the  decision  in  that  case 
is  not  law.     If  any  doubt  ever  existed  in  regard  to  the  pro- 
priety of  that  decision,  it  ought  not  to  be  questioned  at  this 
time  and  in  this  cause.     It  was  the  recognized  law  of  the 
state  for  nearly  thirty  years.     It  was  the  unanimous  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  and  has  never  before,  so  far  as  I  am 
aware,  been  drawn  in  question.     Its  operation  has  been  ter- 
minated by  express  legislation.     A  court  of  equity  ought 
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not  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the 
purchiise  of  lands  under  a  sale  which  the  Supreme  Court  had 
pronounced  unathorized  and  illegal. 

It  is  further  insisted  that  if  the  decision  in  Stevens  v. 
Endtrs  is  recognized  as  law,  and  if  the  sale  was  unauthorized 
and  illegal,  yet  the  order  confirming  the  sale,  having  been 
made  by  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  upon  a  subject  matter 
within  its  jurisdiction,  is  final  and  conclusive  and  can  never 
be  questioned  in  a  collateral  suit. 

The  soundness  of  this  general  proposition  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. It  ha*s  been  esUiblished  by  the  uniform  current  of  au- 
thority both  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  and 
of  this  stiite.  Kemps  Lessee  v.  Kennedy  y  5  Cranch  173  ;  Ex 
parte  Walking,  3  Peters  193 ;  Voorhee^  v.  Ba?ik  of  U.  S.,  10 
Peters  i'^dy  472;  Hartshorne  v.  Johnson,  2  Halst,  108;  Den 
V.  OEanloih  1  Zab.  682 ;  Den  v.  Gaston,  4  Zah.  818,  820 ; 
Stj)ke^v,  Middleton,  4  Butcher ,  32,  35;  Pittaigcrs  Admr 
V.  PUienger,  2  Greens  Ch.  E,  156. 

It  is  urged  that  the  present  case  falls  directly  within  the 
operation  of  this  principle,  inasmuch  as  the  court  had  juris- 
diction of  the  matter  of  partition.  And  it  is  admitted  by 
tbe  Chief  Justice  in  Stevens  v.  Enders,  that  a  partition 
"^ight  be  made  as  between  the  tenants  in  fee  and  tenants  for 
^ife  who  had  present  interests  in  the  land.  But  the  fallacy 
of  the  argument  consists  in  this,  that,  although  the  court  had 
Jurisdiction  over  the  partition,  they  had  none  over  the  sale. 
If  they  had  power  to  direct  a  partition,  they  had  no  power 
to  order  a  sale,  or  to  affect  the  interests  of  the  persons  having 
states  in  remainder.  The  order  for  sale  was  not  an  error 
of  judgment,  but  an  usurpation  of  power.  The  order  of  the 
^iirt  was  therefore  not  conclusive  upon  the  validity  of  the 
^^  which  may  be  drawn  in  question  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding. 

But  if,  in  point  of  fiict,  the  court  had  jurisdiction,  and  its 
judgment  cannot  collaterally  be  drawn  in  question,  it  may 
still  remain  a  matter  of  doubt  whether  a  court  of  equity 
would  have  enforced  the  contract  as  against  a  purchaser,  as 
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the  law  stood  at  the  date  of  this  contract.  It  was  held  by 
the  Supreme  Court  in  Stevens  v.  EnderSy  that  a  certiorari  for 
the  removal  of  proceedings  upon  an  application  for  partition 
and  order  for  sale,  is  not  within  the  provision  of  the  statute 
which  prohibits  the  allowance  of  a  certiorari  after  the  lapse 
of  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of  the  order.  Its  allow- 
ance in  such  Ciise  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court 
And  whore  the  rights  of  a  married  woman  or  of  infant 
children  are  involved,  what  limit  would  a  court  of  law  set  to 
the  exercise  of  that  discretion  ?  It  might  not  be  safe  to 
assume  that  any  time  short  of  the  actual  removal  of  the 
legal  disability  would,  constitute  that  limit.  Nor  would  a 
court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  compel  a 
purchaser  to  accept  a  title  depending  upon  an  illegal  and 
invalid  sale,  while  it  remained  open  to  review  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  a  court  of  law,  although  the  judgment  unreversed 
might  be  conclusive  upon  the  party's  rights. 

The  act  of  the  fourteenth  of  March,  1861,  operated  to  heal 

the  defects  in  the  title  under  the  commissioners'  sale.  Oi^ 
the  fifteenth  of  June  thereafter,  a  conveyance  was  again  ten — 
dered  to  the  defendant,  which  he  refused  to  accept.  Tinier 
is  not  generally  deemed  in  equity  to  be  of  the  essence  of  th^» 
contract,  unless  the  parties  have  expressly  so  treated  it,  o- 
it  necesssarily  follows  from  the  nature  and  circumstances  (  = 
the  contract.     Specific  performance  is  therefore  frequentl     : 

decreed,  where  the  terms  for  the  completion  of  the  contra< z^ 

have  not,  in  point  of  time,  been  strictly  complied  with. 
Story's  Eq.  Jar,,  §  776 ;  Fry  o,i  Spec.  Perf.  314. 

But  in  this  case,  between  the  time  fixed  for  the  deliveirj 
of  the  conveyance  in  December,  1860,  and  the  subsequ^xa 
tender  of  the  deed  after  the  title  had  been  perfected,  circun*  - 
stances  had  materially  changed.     A  civil  war  had  broker^ 
out,  and  the  value  of  real  estate  was  depressed.     It  coaJci 
not  be  consistent  with  the  real  intention  of  the  parties,  or* 
with  the  real  justice  of  the  case,  to  compel  the  vendee,  under' 
such  circumstances  acting  in  good  faith,  to  accept  a  deed 
against  his  will,  which  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  accept 
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at  the  time  fixed  for  performance.  I  do  not  indeed  under- 
stan-l  the  counsel  of  the  complainant  to  place  his  case  at  all 
upon  this  ground,  but  to  rest  exclusively  on  the  position 
that  the  act  of  the  fourteenth  of  March,  1861,  was  but  an 
affirmance  of  the  law  as  it  previously  stood,  and  that  the 
title  was  consequently  perfect  at  the  time  of  the  tender  of 
the  deed. 

Failing  in  this  position,  he  is  not  entitled  to  relief.     The 
bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


Charles  P.  Stratton,  Receiver  of  "  The  Camden  Iron  Manu- 
facturing Company,*'  vs.  Henry  Allen. 

1.  Ohjtctiona  relaiing  to  the  regularity  of  a  judgment  at  la>r;  ©r  to  the 
^ilidity  of  the  intirament  upon  which  it  is  founde^d,  constitute  no  ground 
for  ihe  interference  of  equity. 

2.  If  the  instrument  upon  which  the  judgment  was  entered,  was  without 
'''^HiiiJeration  or  invalid,  or  if  the  judgment  was  unauthorized  or  illegal, 
'"t  remedy  for  a  party  aggrieved  is  by  application  to  the  court  in  which 
It  Wk*  entered,  or  by  writ  of  error. 

3.  A  judgment  can  only  be  impeached  in  a  court  of  equity  for  fraud  in 

*^  concoction,  and  not  for  fraud   in  the  instrument  upon   whicii   it  is 

foundnj. 

f- 
*•  A  member  or  director  of  a  corporation  may  make  contracts  with  it, 

"*e  any  other  individual,  and  when  the  contract  is  made,  the  director 
•lands,  as  to  the  contract  in  the  relation  of  a  stranger  to  the  corporation. 

^'  Cor|»oration8  that  ha  -e  the  .power  to  borrow  money,  have  also  the 
•^tcewary  j»ower,  as  well  as  the  legaLright,  to  give  obligations  for  its  re- 
P^yoient  in  any  form  not  expressly  forbidden  by  law.  The  fact  that  the 
'•^ly  was  given,  and  the  judgment  confessed  to  a  director,  cannot  destroy 
^Jl^aiiciity. 

^-  A  judgment  confessed  by  a  ]>arty  on  the  eve  of  insolvency,  without 
^^1  vi^-w  or  expectation  of  obtaiiyng  aid  to  enable  him  to  continue  his 
**Q*meRj«,  affords  strong  evidence  that  it  was  '3onTin  contemplation  of  in- 
•olvency,  and  with  the  view  of  preferring  creditors. 

'•  in  the  distribution  of  the  funds  of  an  insolvent  company,  a  judgment 

Vol.  I.  U 
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confessed  in  contemplation  of  insolvency  and  with  the.  view  of  preferring 
creditors,  is  entitled  to  no  priority.  The  debt  will  be  paid  proportionably 
with  the  other  debts  of  the  company. 


WiUon  and  Carpenter j  for  complainant. 

Dayton  and  Browning^  for  defendant. 

Cases  cited  by  complainant's  counsel.  Raionsley  v.  Tren- 
ton Mut.  Life  and  Fire  Ins.  fb.,  1  Stockt,  347 ;  Holcomb'^ 
ExT8  w.  Bridge  Co.,  Ibid.  457 ;  2  Grema  Ch.  R.  266  ;  Nix, 
Dig.  371,  §  2;  Angell  ^  A7nefi  on  Coiy.^  §  600;  Wood  v. 
Duvimery  3  Mason  308 ;  Letvin  on  Trusts  460-61 ;  Ex  pari*' 
James,  8  Vesey  348 ;  Cumberland  Coal  and  Iron  Co.  v. 
Sherman,  8  Law  Beg.  333,  {AprU,  1860). 

Cases  cited  by  defendant's  counsel.  Wiggi)is  v.  Ann- 
strong,  2  Johns.  Ch.  B.  144;  Wintriyigham  v.  Wiyitringliaw, 
20  Johns.  B.  296 ;  Biinkerhoff  v.  Browa,  4  Johns.  Ch.  B. 
671 ;  WiUiarns  v.  Brown,  Ibid.  682;  McDermutt  v.  Strong, 
Ibid.  687;  Coopers  Eq.  PI.  149;  Mitford's  Eq.  PL  115: 
Hunt  V.  J^i<!Zc?,  1  Stockt.  36;  Williams  \.  Micheaor,  3  /6w/. 
524 ;  2  *!?^o/?/>  i;^.  Jnr.,  §  1575 ;  3  Johns.  Ch.  B.  275 ;  4 
Ibid.  85 ;  5  Ibid.  555 ;  6  /i/Vi.  235 ;  20  Johns.  B.  068 ; 
Hoi/t  V.  //oy^  1  Ilarr.  138  ;  Angell  iSf  Ames  on  Corp.,  §  233  ; 
Bogers  v.  27tc  Danby  Uniccrsalist  Society,  19  P7.  191 ; 
Satvyer  v.  T/ie  M.  E.  Soc,  18  F^  409;  6  Vt.  76. 

The  Chancellor.    On  the  eleventh  of  April,  1860,  "  The- 
Camden    Iron   Manufacturing   Company "  executed,  undcL" 
their  corporate  seal  and  the  signature  of  their  president,  to 
Henry  Allen,  then  being  a  director  of  said  company,  t^ 
bonds,  with  warrants  of  attorney  to  confess  judgments  thereon  : 
one  for  $2399.75,  payable  on  the  day  of  ita  date,  the  other 
for  $10,000,  payable  in  five  days  thereafter.     Judgment  iu 
the  Camden  Circuit  Court  was  entered  upon  the  cue  bond 
on  the  fourteenth  of  April,  and  upon  the  other  on  the  liftL 
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of  August,  1860.  On  the  twenty-fifth  of  September,  1860, 
a  bill  was  filed  to  have  the  corporntion  declared  insolvent, 
and  on  the  twentieth  of  October,  a  receiver  was  appointed. 
The  assets  are  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  debts  of  the  company. 
This  bill  is  filed  by  the  receiver  to  set  aside  the  judgments 
in  favor  of  Allen,  as  fraudulent  and  void,  or  to  establish  the 
right  of  the  other  creditors  to  share  ratably  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  funds.  The  principal  objections  urged  against 
the  validity  of  the  judgments,  are — 

1.  That  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  judgments  were  en- 
tered, was  insufficient. 

2.  That  the  board  of  directors,  by  whom  the  order  was 
made  for  the  execution  of  the  bonds  and  warrants,  was  not 
duly  organized ;  a  quorum  not  being  present. 

3.  That  Allen,  as  a  director,  could  not  legally  vote  in  favor 
of  an  order  to  execute  the  bonds  to  himself. 

i'  That  the  order  of  the  directors  authorizes  the  execution 
ol  abond  only,  and  confers  no  authority  to  execute  a  warrant 
of  attorney. 

5.  That  the  bonds  and  warrants  are  not  countersigned  by 
the  secretary,  as  required  by  the  by-laws  of  the  company. 

6.  That  the  judgments  are  fraudulent  as  against  creditors, 
'^^use  they  were  given  to  a  director  of  the  company, 
^hereby  he  obtains  wrongfully  a  preference  over  other  credit- 
^^  equally  meritorious. 

i'  That  the  judgments  were  confessed  to  Allen  when  the 
^'^Oipany  was  insolvent,  or  in  contemplation  of  insolvency, 
^f  the  purpose  of  giving  him  preference  over  other  creditors. 
So  far  as  these  objections  relate  to  the  regularity  of  the 
Judgments,  or  to  the  validity  of  the  instruments  upon  which 
^heyare  founded,  they  constitute  no  ground  for  the  inter- 
ference of  this  court.     The  defendant  is  in  possession  of  the 
Judgments  of  a  court  of  common  law,  having  jurisdiction  of 
.te  subject  matter.'  If  the  instruments  upon  which  those 
Judgments  were  entered,  were  without  consideration  or  in- 
y^lid,  or  if  the  judgments  themselves  are  unauthorized  or 
^legal,  the  remedy  for  a  party  aggrieved  would  be  by  ap- 
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plication  to  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  is  entered,  or 
by  writ  of  error.  They  are  questions  exclusively  for  the 
cognizance  of  those  courts.  It  seems  to  be  conclusively  set- 
tled that  a  judgment  can  only  be  impeached  in  a  court  of 
equity  for  fraud  in  its  concoction.  2  Story's  Eq.,  §  1575; 
Shotteyikirk  v.  Wheeler,  3  Johns,  Ch.  JR,  275 ;  DeBiemer  v. 
DeCantUlon,  4  Ibid.  85 ;  French  v.  SliotweU,  6  Ibid.  235. 

Whether  the  judgments  are  irregular  or  erroneous,  are  ex- 
clusively questions  of  law.  So  long  as  they  remain  in  force, 
they  must  be  received  in  this  court  as  valid.  It  was  suggested 
upon  the  argument,  that  this  court  would  at  least  give  to 
the  complainant  an  opportunity  of  having  these  questions 
tested  at  law.  This  course  the  complainant  may  adopt  of 
his  own  volition,  without  the  assent  or  direction  of  equity. 
And  if  the  judgments  are  opened  or  reversed  at  law,  he  will 
not  require  the  further  aid  or  direction  of  this  court. 

The  only  ground  upon  which  equity  can  interfere  by 
avoiding  the  judgments  is,  that  the  judgments  are  fraudulent 
as  against  the  creditors  of  the  corporation. 

The  alleged  ground  of  fraud  is,  that  the  company  being 
insolvent,  the  judgments  were  confessed  to  a  director  of  the 
comjiany  for  the  purpose  of  giving  him  preference  over  other 
creditors  having  equally  meritorious  claims. 

In  considering  this  question,  it  will  be  assumed  that  the 
entire  sum  for  which  the  judgments  were  confessed,  was  due 
from  the  corporation,  and  that  there  was  no  actual  fraud  in 
the  transaction. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  creditor  was  a  director  of  the  com- 
pany, does  not  render  the  transaction  fraudulent.     There  i» 
nothing  which  forbids  either  the  members  or  directors  of  a 
corporation  to  make  contracts  with  it,  like  any  other  individ- 
ual ;  and  when  the  contract  is  made,  the  director  stands,  as  to 
the  contract,  in  the  relation  of  a  stranger  to  the  corporation. 
The  Prest,  M.  ^  Co.  of  the  B.  4"  !>-  Turnpike  Boad  v.  Myer9, 
6  Serg.  <^  jR.  12 ;  Gordon  v.  Preston,  1  Watts  385 ;  Cmtrd 
Bailroad  v.  Claghom,  1  Speer's  Eq.  B.  545 ;  AngeJl  4*  Ama 
on  Corp.,  §  233. 
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And  corporations  that  have  the  power  to  borrow  money, 
have  also  the  necessary  power,  as  well  as  the  legal  right,  to 
give  obligations  for  its  repayment,  in  any  form  not  expressly 
forbidden  by  law.     Curtis  v.  Leavittf  1  Smith  9. 

The  mere  fact,  therefore,  that  the  security  was  given  and 

the  judgments  confessed  to  a  director,  cannot  destroy  its 

validity.    Nor  can  it  be  denied  that  a  corporation,  as  well  as 

an    individual,  may,  independently  of  the   statute,  confess 

judgments  in  order  to  prefer  creditors. 

The  objection  results  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  policy  of  the  statute  for  the  prevention 

^f  frauds  by  incorporated  companies.  Nix.  Dig,  371,  is  to 

preserve  the  entire  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor  for  equal 

distribution  among  all  its  creditors.    It  declares  all  transfers 

^^  property  made  after  insolvency,  or  in  contemplation  of 

insolvency,  null  and  void  as  against  creditors.     It  requires 

^tat  in  the  payment  of  creditors  and  distribution  of  the  funds 

^^  an  insolvent  corporation,  the  creditors  shall  be  paid  in 

PJ^oportion  to  the  amount  of  their  respective  debts,  except- 

^^^8  morigage  and  judgment  creditors,  when  the  judgment  has 

'^^  been  by  confession  for  the  puiyose  of  preferring  credit- 

^^*-      Its  obvious  requirement  is,  that  where  the  judgment 

IS  confessed  for  the  purpose  of  preferring  creditors,  the  claim 

^hall  have  no  priority  over  other  debts. 

There  is  little  controversy  as  to  the  facts  of  the  case.   The 
^^"  eharges  that  at  the  time  the  bonds  and  warrants  were 
^-^^outed,  the  company  was  insolvent,  or  on  the  eve  of  be- 
^^ing  so;  and  that  its  condition  was  well  known  to  the 
^ffio^rg  of  the  company,  and  particularly  to  Allen,  who  was 
^^ii'ector  and  the  secretary  of  the  company;  and  that  the 
*^^cl8  and  warrants  were  executed  with  the  view  of  giving 
^ll^n  a  preference  over  other  creditors.     The  answer  does 
^^^    deny  that  the  company  was  insolvent,  nor  the  defend- 
ant B  knowledge  of  that  fact,  nor  that  the  judgments  were 
conieaeed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  him  a  preference  over 
olner  creditors.     The   answer   alleges   that   the  defendant 
TBiade  loans  and  advances  to  the  company,  not  knowing  or 


234  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Stratton  v.  Allen. 

believing  that  they  were  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy.  But  the 
advances  and  liabilities  for  which  the  judgments  were  con- 
fessed, were  made  and  assumed  long  before  the  confession  of 
the  judgments,  or  the  giving  of  the  bonds  and  warrants.  Not 
a  dollar  was  advanced,  nor  a  liability  assumed  at  the  time. 
Previous  to  that  time  he  had  made  large  advances  to  enable 
the  company  to  carry  on  its  operations,  but  no  advances 
whatever  appear  to  have  been  subsequently  made.  From 
Allen's  position  as  director  and  secretary  of  the  company,  he 
must  have  been  fully  acquainted  with  its  financial  condition 
and  operations.  The  testimony  of  the  president  shows  that 
at  the  time  the  securities  to  Allen  were  authorized,  he  be- 
lieved that  the  Price  mortgage  would  be  foreclosed,  and  in 
that  event  the  company  could  not  continue  ita  operations 
without  further  aid  from  Allen.  The  foreclosure  was  com- 
menced, and  no  further  aid  was  furnished  by  Allen.  The 
company,  in  fact,  suspended  its  business  about  the  first  of 
July.  It  is  apparent  that  the  officers  of  the  company  acted 
from  no  hope  or  belief  that  they  could  carry  on  its  business, 
or  redeem  it  from  insolvency.  They  expected  to  stop  pay- 
ment, and  the  security  to  Allen  was  given  in  anticipation  of 
that  event.  The  confession  of  the  judgments  could  only 
embarrass  their  operations,  without  aiding  them.  They 
obtained  by  it  no  aid  in  continuing  their  business.  No 
additional  funds  were  procured,  no  extension  of  credit  ob- 
tained. A  judgment  confessed  under  such  circumstances 
affords  the  strongest  evidence  that  it  was  done  in  contem- 
plation of  insolvency,  and  with  the  view  of  preferring  credit- 
ors. Everett  v.  Stone,  3  Story  453 ;  Arnold  v.  Maynard, 
2  Stori/ 354:]  Curtis  v.  Leavitty  1  Smith  111;  Freeman  v. 
Doming,  3  Sandf,  Ch.  R  332. 

I  think  the  facts  are  satisfactorily  established,  that  at  the 
time  ot  the  execution  of  the  bonds  and  warrants,  upon  which 
the  judgments  are  confessed,  the  company  was  insolvent,  or 
on  the  eve  of  insolvency;  that  its  financial  condition  was 
well  known  to  Allen,  who  Wiis  a  director  and  the  secivtary 
of  the  company;  and  that  the  judgments  were  oonfeased  iu 
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contemplation  of  insolvency,  for  the  purpose  of  preferring 
Allen  over  other  creditors.  The  simple  question  is,  whether, 
in  payment  of  the  creditors  and  in  the  distribution  of  the 
funds  of  the  company,  the  judgment  thus  confessed  is  enti- 
tled to  priority  in  payment  over  other  claims  against  the 
company,  or  whether  the  debts  are  all  to  be  paid  propor- 
tionably.  The  statute  does  not  declare  the  judgment  void. 
It  is  not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  second  section,  and 
the  fifteenth  section  simply  regulates  the  distribution  of  the 
funds,  and  the  mode  in  which  the  debts  shall  be  satisfied. 
The  resolution,  under  which  the  bonds  and  warrants  were 
given,  does  not  authorize  the  confession  of  a  judgment,  or  the 
♦execution  of  a  warrant  for  that  purpose.  It  directs  that  the 
sum  of  $10,000  shall  be  secured  by  bond  and  mortgage,  and 
authorizes  the  president  to  prepare  an  inventory  of  the  tools 
ftud  fixtures,  to  be  giverj  with  the  mortgage.  If  such  secu- 
rity had  been  given  by  the  company  when  insolvent,  or  in 
contemplation  of  insolvency,  it  seems  clear  that  the  mort- 
gage would,  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the 
«ict,  have  been  void  as  against  creditors.  It  seems  equally 
^l^r,  under  the  provision  of  the  ninth  section  of  the  act, 
that  a  judgment  confessed  under  like  circumstances  -can 
•^entitled  to  no  priority  over  other  claims  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  funds.  It  is  diflScult  to  imagine  what  operation 
t'an  be  given  to  the  ninth  section  of  the  act,  if  it  cannot  be 
applied  for  the  protection  of  creditors  in  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  the  evidence  of  the  insolvency  of  the  company, 
*^nd  the  purpose  of  confessing  the  judgment,  is  so  strong,  and 
^'here  the  creditor,  in  whose  favor  the  judgment  is  confessed, 
IS  an  officer  of  the  corporation,  fully  acquainted  with  its  finan- 
t'^l  t'ondition.  It  was  earnestly  insisted  upon  the  argument, 
tuat  Allen,  being  a  director  of  the  company,  and  in  case  of 
its  insolvency,  a  trustee  of  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  its 
^-•rediiors,  was  disabled  in  equity  from  acquiring  priority 
over  other  creditors  by  taking  a  judgment  in  his  own  favor. 
■That  his  conduct  in  taking  the  judgment  Wiis  not  only  in 
violatiou  of  the  policy  of  the  statute,  but  was  an  abuse  of  his 
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official  character  as  trustee,  which  rendered  the  judgment  in 
his  favor,  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  creditors.  I  deem 
it  unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  upon  this  point.  It  is 
clear  from  the  evidence,  that  the  debt  for  which  the  judg- 
ment is  confessed,  was  honestly  due,  and  the  ends  of  justice 
will  be  fully  answered  by  declaring  that  in  the  distribution 
of  the  funds  of  the  corporation,  the  judgment  shall  be  paid 
proportionably  with  the  other  debts.  Nothing  could  be 
gained  by  declaring  the  judgment  void,  and  compelling  the 
defendant  to  prove  his  claim  before  the  receiver. 


Elza  Ann  Frey  vs.  Garret  I.  Demarest  and  others. 

1.  a  bill  in  equity  by  the  next  of  kin,  for  the  distributive  share  of  an 
estate  in  the  hands  of  an  administrator,  will  be  sustained,  where  no  decree 
for  distribution  has  been  made. 

2.  The  statutory  remedy  by  suit  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  a  legacy  or 
a  distributive  share  of  an  estate  is  cumulative,  and  was  not  designed  to  limit 
or  qualify  the  ancient  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  equity  over  the  subjet-t. 

3.  The  Court  of  Chancery  is  not  deprived  of  its  original  jurisdiction  in 
any  case,  either  by  the  operation  of  a  statute  conferring  similar  jurisdiction 
upon  the  common  law  courts,  or  by  the  adoption  in  those  courts  of  the 
principles  or  practice  of  courts  of  equity. 

4.  The  court  of  equity  has  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  Prerogative 
Court  over  the  administration  of  the  assets  of  deceased  persons. 

5.  Unless  for  some  special  cause,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  with. 
the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans  Court  in  the  settlement  of  the  ac- 
counts of  executors  or  administrators.  Nor  will  it  attempt  to  look  behind 
such  settlement,  unless  on  the  ground  of  fraud  r  r  mistake. 

6.  The  retention  by  an  administrator  of  the  fund  in  his  hands,  mingled 
with  his  own  funds  and  used  for  his  own  profit,  will  entitle  the  party 
beneficially  interested  in  the  fund  to  a  discovery  and  an  account,  and  to 
Huch  decree  as  may  be  necessary  to  maintain  and  enlorce  the  complainant's 
rights. 


(7.  //.  Voorhis,  for  Demarest,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
Slaiffht,  for  complainant,  contra. 
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The  Chancellor.    The  bill  charges  that  Henry  Frey 
died  intestate,  on  the  twenty-eighth  of  June,  1839,  seized  and 
possessed  of  considerable  personal  and  real  estate.     On  the 
seventeenth  of  September,  1839,  letters  of  administration 
vere  granted  to  the  defendants,  who  converted  the  personal 
property  into  cash  and  sold  the  real  estate,  by  order  of  the 
Orphans  Court,  for  the  payment  of  debts.     On  the  twenty- 
fourth  of  September,  1840,  Demarest,  one  of  the  adminis- 
trators, presented  his  separate  account  of  the  personal,  and 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  to  the  Orphans 
Court  for  settlement.     The  account  was  allowed  and  settled, 
leaving  in  his  hands  at  that  time  a  balance  of  $280.37,  to 
^'hich  the  complainant  claims  title.     The  complainant  came 
of  age  in  December,  1859,  having  been,  on  the  death  of  her 
father,  an  infant  about  six  months  old.    The  defendant,  Dem- 
«'irest.  at  the  time  of  the  settlement  of  his  account,  wtis  aware 
of  the  complainant's  rights,  but  has  never  paid  over  the  bal- 
ance in  his  hands,  nor  any  part  of  it,  but  has  mingled  it 
^'ith  his  own  funds,  and  has  used  and  applied  it  in  his  busi- 
ness for  his  own  benefit,  for  more  than  twenty-one  years  last 
r*ast,  and  so  continues  to  use  it,  and  has  refused  and  still 
^^fuses  to  account  to  the  complainant.     The  bill  prays  an 
Account,  and  a  decree  for  the  balance  of  the  estate  in  the 
'lands  of  the  defendants,  with  interest. 

To  this  bill,  Demarest,  one  of  the  defendants,  demurs.  The 
^^  *ly  question  presented  by  the  demurrer  is,  whether  the  bill 
^^^ntaiua  any  equity.  The  demurrer  is  general,  and  is  di- 
^*^ted  to  the  whole  bill.  No  objection,  therefore,  to  the  form 
^*  structure  of  the  bill,  or  to  defective  averments  therein, 
^^  such  there  be,  or  to  a  defect  of  equity  in  particular  parts  of 
'^fce  bill,  can  avail  the  defendant.  Story's  JSq,  PL,  §  442,  § 
^^3,  §  453,  §  528. 

It  appears  by  the  bill  that  the  account  of  one  of  the  ad- 
^^^^nistrators  was  settled  in  the  Orphans  Court,  and  that 
^-^^re  has  been  no  decree  for  distribution.  It  is  urged  in 
^^pport  of  the  demurrer,  that  a  bill  in  equity  cannot  be  sus- 
^^Hed  by  the  next  of  kin  for  the  recovery  of  the  funds  in  the 
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hands  of  the  administrator,  prior  to  a  decree  for  distribution. 
Such  is  undoubtedly  the 'rule  at  law.  Ordinary  v.  The 
ExWs  of  Smith,  3  Greens  E,  92,  97. 

The  remedy  by  suit  at  law,  for  the  recovery  of  a  legacy  or 
a  distributive  share  of  an  estate,  is  of  statutory  origin  and  is 
regulated  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  The  statute  re- 
quires, in  order  to  the  maintaining  of  a  suit  at  law,  not  only 
that  there  should  be  a  decree  for  distribution,  but  that  a  re- 
funding bond  should  be  tendered.  Nix.  Dig,  278,  §  12 ;  279, 
§  J7;  281,  §28. 

This  statutory  remedy  is  of  comparatively  recent  origin. 
It  was  intended  for  the  ease  and  favor  of  persons  entitled  to 
distributive  shares.  It  furnishes  a  cumulative  remedy,  and 
was  not  designed  to  limit  or  qualify  the  ancient  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  of  equity  over  the  subject. 

Such  was  the  view  of  Chancellor  Kent  in  regard  to  a  simi- 
lar statute  in  the  state  of  New  York.  Decouche  v.  Savetier^ 
3  Johns,  Ch.  H,  222;  Seymour  v.  Seymour,  4  Ibid,  409. 

And  such,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  ha-s  been  the  view  uni- 
formly taken  of  our  own  stiitute. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  is  not  deprived  of  its  original  juris- 
diction in  any  case,  either  by  the  operation  of  a  statute  con — 
ferring  similar  jurisdiction  upon  the  common  law  courts,  or^ 
by  the  adoption  in  those  courts,  of  the  principles  or  practice 
of  courts  of  equity.  Atkinson  v.  Leonard,  3  Bro.  C.  M.  218  :^ 
King  v.  Baldwin,  17  Johns,  B,  384 ;  SaHly  v.  Elvwre,  25 
Paige  497 ;  Varet  v.  Neio  York  Ins,  Co.,  7  Paige  560  ^ 
W  hite  V.  Meday,  2  JSdw,  Ch.  B.  486. 

The  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  equity  witfc*. 
the  Prerogative  Courts  over  the  administration  of  the  asset£^ 
of  deceased  persons,  has  been  long  and  well  settled.  Th^ 
jurisdiction  is  constantly  exercised  in  behalf  of  legatees  an<i 
next  of  kin  for  the  recovery  of  their  shares  of  the  estate,  SLt^ 
well  as  on  behalf  of  creditors  and  executors  or  administra*^ 
tors.     1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  532,  §  541-2. 

The  remedy  of  the  next  of  kin  for  the  recovery  of  a  dis- 
tributive share  by  bill  in  equity,  was  established  as  early 
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the  reign  of  Charles  11.  Gibbons  v.  Dawley,  2  Chan,  Cos. 
198 ;  Pamplin  v.  GreeUy  Ibid,  95 ;  Matthews  v.  Newley,  1 
Vem,  133 ;  Howard  v.  Howard,  Ibid,  134. 

In  this  state  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  equity  over 
the  accounts  of  executors  and  administrators,  and  to  enforce 
the  claims  of  creditors,  legatees,  and  next  of  kin,  has  been 
repeatedly  aflSrmed,  and  is  constantly  exercised.  The  juris- 
diction itself,  as  well  as  the  limitations  of  its  exercise,  are 
Veil  settled.  .  Manuscript  opinions  of  Chancellor  Williamson 
in  Garrabrant  v.  Lawrence,  and  in  Burtis  et  aL  v.  Admrs 
of  Hopkins  ;  Meeker  v.  Marsh,  Saxton  198 ;  King  v.  Exrs 
of  Berry,  2  Greens  Ch,  R,  44,  261 ;  Salter  v.  Williamson, 
1  Grems  Ch,  R,  480,  489 ;  Smith  v.  Moore s  Exr,  3  Greens 
Ch.  R.  485 ;  Vanmater  v.  Sickler,  1  Stockt,  483 ;  Clarke  v. 
Johmm,  2  Stockt,  287. 

The  cases  show  that  a  bill  in  equity  may  be  filed  for  the 
recovery  of  a  legacy  or  distributive  share,  either  before  or 
after  a  settlement  in  the  Orphans  Court.  Unless  for  some 
Bp^'ial  cause,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  with  the 
ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans  Court  in  the  settlement 
of  the  accounts  of  executors  or  administrators.  Nor  will  it 
attempt  to  look  behind  such  settlement,  unless  on  the  ground 
offraudor  mistake. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  complainant's  bill  to  justify  any 
interference  with  the  settlement  made  by  the  administrator 
m  the  Orphans  Court.  But  she  is  entitled  to  an  account  of 
Ae  Kalance  found  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator 
^pon  that  settlement,  with  interest  thereon,  or  with  the  ac- 
cumulation thereof  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator.  The 
great  length  of  time  that  the  fund  has  been  in  the  hands 
^f  the  administrator,  not,  as  the  bill  alleges  and  as  the  de- 
murrer admits,  invested  for  the  benefit  of  the  complainant, 
hut  mingled  with  his  own  funds  by  the  administrator,  and 
^sedforhis  own  profit,  entitles  the  complainant  to  a  dis- 
^very  and  an  account  from  the  defendant,  and  to  the  aid  of 
"^  court  in  the  maintenance  of  her  rights. 
The  demurrer  is  overruled  with  costs. 
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Daniel  Smith  vs.  George  Duncan. 

1.  Gross  inadequacy  of  price  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  mistake,  illegality, 
or  surprise,  is  not  sufficient  to  set  aside  a  sheriff^s  sale  and  conveyance 
under  an  execution  at  law. 

2.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  afford  relief  where  the  complainant  has 
been  guilty  of  gross  laches,  or  where  the  injury  was  caused  by  his  own 
inexcusable  negligence  and  inattention  to  his  interests. 

3.  A  sheriff's  sale  and  conveyance  will  not  be  set  aside  where  the  pro- 
perty has  been  resold  to  a  third  party  for  a  valuable  consideration,  with- 
out notice  of  the  complainant's  equity.  Where  the  equities  are  equal,  the 
court  will  not  interfere  with  the  party  holding  the  legal  title,  either  for 
discovery  or  relief. 

On  final  hearing. 

/.  W.  Sciidde?',  for  complainant. 

Winjieldf  for  defendant. 

Cases  cited  by  complainant's  counsel.     Stockton  v.  For<K 
11  IIoiv,  247;  Harden  V.  Fattenforij  5  Johns,  Ch.  JR.  48; 
Leisearing  v.  Blacky  5  Watts  303;  GalbraiUi  v.  Eldcr^  S- 
Ibid.  81;  Iluckenbury  v.    CarluilCy  5   Watts  (J-  Serg.  348^ 
Cleavmger  v.  lieimar,  3  Ibid,  486 ;  Henry  v.  Baiman,  25 
Penn,  354;  Surget  v.  Byers,  1  Hempstead  C,  C,  JR,  715  ^ 
Ford  V.  Harrington,  16  N,  Y,  285 ;  Adams'  Eq.  184 ;  Ben- 
edict V.  Smith,  10  Paige  126;  Howell  v.  Baker,  4  Johns- 
Ch,  i2.  118;  2  Sugdm  on  Vendors  552,  560,  §  48,  66,  {ed. 
1851) ;  1  Stomjs  Eq,  Jur,,  %  400;  Penn  v.  Craig,  1  Greens 
R,  495. 

Cases  cited  by  defendant's  counsel.  Hawley  v.  Cramer,  4 
Cawen  740 ;  MeCoUum  v.  Hubhert,  13  Ala.  289 ;  Fox  v. 
Mackreth,  2  Bro,  Ch.  R,  400 ;  Hamilton  v.  Shrewsbury,  4 
Rand.  427 ;  I'ripp  v.  Cook,  26  Wend.  159 ;  Campbell  v. 
Gardner,  3  AS'^oc^•^.  429 ;  i^z-o^^es  v.  Brown,  2  JStoc*/".  295 ; 
Speneer  v.  Champion,  13  Conn.  11 ;  Neilson  v.  NdUon,  5 
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BoE^-^-^h,  568;  Champenms  v.  WhUcy  1  Wend.  92;  Evans  v. 
Pat  -.0^ker,  20  Ibid.  623 ;  Porter  v.  Boone,  1  Fa^te  ^'  ^r^r.  251 ; 
jlr^-^-^r.  /n«.  Cb.  v.  Oakley,  9  Pai^e  263 ;  Mohawk  Bank  v. 
At^^^^oier,  2  Pa^e  54;  Williamson  v.  i)aZe,  3  JbArw.  C/i.  P. 
29CI>  ;  Livingston  v.  Byrne,  11  Johns.  P.  555,  620;  Outcalt 
V.  -J^Uboro^igh,  2  Greens  Ch.  P.  214 ;  Sk'dlman  v.  Holcomb, 
i  l^^aa,  131;  Cfar^'  v.  Underwood,  17  Pari.  222. 

17  iE  Chancellor.     The  bill  is  filed  by  the  defendant  iii 

an    #E5xecution  at  law,  to  set  aside  a  sherift"s  sale  of  real  estate, 

mi^de  under  the  execution.     The  evidence  leaves  no  room 

for    cloubt  that  the  complainant's  interests  were  prejudiced 

by    r  he  sale.     The  property  was  struck  off  for  $25,  and  was 

fioUi  immediately  afterwards  for  $1500. 

liut  there  are  insuperable  diflicultios  in  the  way  of  the 
complainant's  title  to  relief. 

1-  There  is  no  evidence  of  fraud  or  unfairness  in  the  con- 
duct of  the  sale.     It  was  duly  advertised,  in  compliance  with 
^be  requirements  of  the  statute.     The  complainant,  more- 
over, had  actual  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale.     The 
sneriff  testifies  that  he  gave  him  personal  notice  of  the  time 
and  place  at  which  the  property  was  originally  advertised 
^or  sale.    He  did  not  then  attend,  and   the  sale  was  ad- 
journed.   He  was  notified  of  the  time  and  place  to  which 
^ne  sale  was  adjourned,  and  failing  to  attend,  the  property 
^^  then  struck  ofl:'.     There  is  no  evidence  that  the  com- 
plainant was  prevented  from  attending  the  sale  by  accident 
^^DiiHtake.     Nor  is  the  allegation  of  surprise  sustiiined  by 
the  evidence.     The  allegation  of  the  bill  is,  that  the  com- 
pwinaut  relied  upon  a  third  party  to  attend  the  sale  on  his 
"^"^If,  and  that  the  person  so  relied  upon  was  absent  from 
the  state  at  the  time  of  the  sale.     But  the  evidence  does  not 
show  that  his  absence  was  a  surprise  to  the  complainant,  or 
that  he  was  not  fully  aware  that  he  was  not  present  at  the 
time  of  the  adjournment.     The  person,  upon  whom  the  com- 
'>lainunt  professes  to  have  relied,  was  not  called  as  a  witness 
Vol  l  X 
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and  the  fair  preaumptioa  is  that  there  was  no  good  gro 
for  relying  upon  his  attendance.  The  evidence  presen 
case  of  inexcusable  negligence  and  inattention  to  his  inter 
on  the  part  of  the  complainant.  Against  such  gross  lac 
it  is  not  the  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  relieve. 

2.  Relief  is  sought,  not  against  the  purchaser  at 
aherifF's  sale,  but  against  his  alienee.     The  defendant  ck 
to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration, 
evidence  shows  that  he  paid  the  full  amount  of  the  purcl 
money.     One  thousand  dollars  was  paid  before  he  recei 
actual  notice  of  the  complainant's  claim.     He  is  sought  U 
charged  with  constructive  notice  of  the  circumstances  of 
«ale,  which  form  the  basis  of  the  complainant's  claim  to  re 
Admitting  that  the  circumstiinces  of  the  sheriff's  sale  \ 
such  as  to  entitle  the  complainant  to  relief  as  against 
purchaser  under  him,  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  desi 
the  defendant's  claim  to  the  character  of  a  bona  fide  ] 
chaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of 
complainant's  equity.     His  equity  is  at  least  equal  to 
of  the  complainant,  and  he  has  the  legal  title.     Under  s 
circumstances,  equity  will  not  interlere,  either  for  disco\ 
or  relief.     1  Stori/'s  Eq.  Jar.,  §  64,  c. 

The  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  became  the  purchaser  at 
sheriff's  sale.  Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  he  wo 
in  accordance  with  a  familiar  principle  of  equity,  have  \ 
regarded  <is  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  client.  Ho 
V.  Baker  J  4  Johns  Ch,  B.  118 ;  Adams  Eq,  184. 

But  the  plaintiff  in  execution  is  not  seeking  redress, 
is  it  perceived  how  this  principle  can  be  invoked  in  favo 
the  defendant.  He  has  no  claim  for  equitable  relief  aga 
the  plaintiff  in  execution.  Nor  does  the  case  fall  within 
principle  adopted  and  applied  in  Stockton  v.  Ford,  11  iZ 
ard  247. 

The  fact  that  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  was  paid  a 
notice  of  the  complainant's  equity,  cannot  operate  to  ren 
the  conveyance  to   the  defendant  fraudulent-     Its   utn: 
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effect  would  be,  in  case  the  sale  was  set  aside,  to  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  an  equitable  claim  to  a  return  of  that  portion  of 
the  purchase  money. 

The  bill  is  dismissed,  without  costs. 


i 


Joseph  C.  Jordan  and  wife  and  others  vs,  Andrew  J.  Clark 
and  others. 

1-  As  a  general  rule,  where  the  will  is  silent  as  to  interest,  a  legacy 
^fi  interest  only  Irom  the  time  it  is  made  payable.  But  where  a  legacy 
^^'i  child  of  the  testator  is  made  payable  at  a  future  day,  and  no  mainte- 
^'•Dcein  the  meantime  is  provided  for  the  legatee,  the  legacy  bears  inter- 
^l  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 

2.  Where  the  testator  has  expressly  provided  maintenance  up  to  a  cer- 
tain period,  leaving  a  chasm  between  that  period  and  the  time  of  the  pay- 
^*ni  of  the  legacy  unprovided  for,  interest  will  be  allowed  upon  the 
'^gacy  daring  such  interval,  by  way  of  maintenance. 

3.  Where  the  devisee  of  land  charged  with  the  payment  of  legacies,  has 
'^^roished  the  legatees  with  support,  though  not  in  strict  conformity  with 
*^i* requirements  of  the  will,  and  such  support  was  furni.shed  and  accepted 
***5uUtitute  for  the  provision  directed  by  the  will,  and  was  in  fact  more 
Mvaniag^ious  to  the  legatees  than  the  interest  on  the  legjicies  would  have 
^^^,  the  period,  during  which  such  support  was  furnished,  will  be  deducted 
^I'oiDthe  time  during  which  interest  is  allowed  on  the  legacy. 

4.  Where  a  t^tator,  by  his  will,  ])rovid<-8  that  his  minor  children  sliall 
'^wive  their  maintenance  upon  his  homestead  farm,  so  long  as  tlie  devisees 
*  Id  their  mother  agree  to  continue  upon  it  and  support  them  there,  if  the 
^'Jildren,  without  the  consent  of  their  mother  and  the  devisees,  leave  the 
*^riQ  during  the  period  for  which  the  testator  provided  for  their  mainte- 
'^^Rve there,  they  can  claim  it  in  no  other  form;  but  otherwise,  if  they 
■**"ave  by  constraint,  and  not  from  choice. 

5-  Upon  a  bill  filed  to  recover  the  interest  of  a  legacy  only,  a  decree 
'^'^nnoi  be  made  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  which  has  fallen  due 
*"ioce  the  tiling  of  the  bill. 

^'  Such  decree  is  not  within  the  special  prayer  for  relief,  and  could  not 
'^s^vebeen  prayed  for  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill.  If  relief  is  asked  to 
"^bich  the  complainant  is  not  entitled,  the  bill  is  demurrable. 

"'■  Under  the  general  prayer  for  relief,  the  relief  granted  must  bo  agree- 
*vileio  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  and  such  as  the  case  stated  will  justify. 

^-  In  a  foreclosure  suit  if  the  mortgage  is  forfeited,  and  the  com]>lainant 
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entitled  to  a  decree  of  foreclosure  at  the  time  of  the  commenceme 
suit,  a  decree  for  the  whole  amount  due  upon  the  mortgage,  w 
becomes  due  before  or  after  the  filini;  of  the  bill,  is  strictly  ^ 
})rayer  for  relief,  and  such  as  the  case  stated  will  justify. 


Hannah  and  P.  L.  Voorhees,  for  complainante. 
S.  H,  Grajy  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  was  filed  by  and  on 
of  the  infant  children  and  legatees  of  Joel  G.  Clark,  d( 
to  recover  the  interest  on  certain  legacies  bequeathed 
by  their  father,  or  a  provision  for  their  support  anc 
tenance.  The  legacies  are  charged  upon  the  real  es 
vised  to  the  defendants.  The  question  raised  by  the  pi 
is,  whether,  under  the  provisions  of  the  will,  the  lega 
entitled  to  recover  anything  beyond  the  principal 
legiu^ies. 

The  testator  bequeathe<l  to  each  of  the  complaina 
three  daughters,  Mary,  Emeline,  and  Martha  Jane,  ^ 
be  paid  to  her  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  \ 
his  homestead  farm  with  the  same.  He  devised  hi; 
stead  farm  in  equal  portions  to  his  three  sons,  I 
Joel,  and  James,  in  fee,  subject  to  the  legacies  in  1 
He  also  Ixjqucathed  to  his  said  sons,  the  devisees  of  th 
stead,  his  stock,  farming  untensils,  household  goc 
kitchen  furniture,  upon  condition  of  their  continuing 
homestead  farm,  and  farming  and  cultivating  the  sani 
best  advantage  and  interest  of  the  whole  family ;  otl 
to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  of  his  children  in  equal  prop 

By  the  eleventh  item  of  his  will,  the  testator  reque 
his  wife  and  his  said  three  sons  shall  continue  on  h 
cultivating  the  same  to  the  best  advantage  and  int 
the  whole  family;  and  in  case  of  refusal  or  neglect  c 
part  so  to  farm  the  same,  he  directs  that  the  farm  $ 
rented  until  his  youngest  son,  James,  becomes  twe 
years  of  age,  and  the  net  proceeds  appropriated  to  scl 
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clothing,  and  maintaining  his  children  equally.  And  in  case 
of  his  wife  and  sons  not  agreeing  to  continue  on  the  farm  as 
requested,  the  testator  further  directs  that  his  stock,  farming 
untensils,  household  goods  and  kitchen  furniture,  shall  be 
soH  and  applied  to  the  schooling,  clothing,  and  maintenance 
of  his  children  equally. 

At  the  time  of  his  death,  James,  one  of  the  sons,  and  the 
three  daughters,  were  minors.  James  came  of  age  on  the 
fifth  of  March,  1852.  Until  this  period  the  family  continued 
together  on  the  farm,  as  requested  by  the  testator,  and  the 
«>n)plainants  were  there  supported  as  provided  for  in  the 
^Jll.  At  this  period  the  farm  was  partitioned  between  the 
three  devisees. 

The  provisions  of  the  will  are  somewhat  conflicting,  and 
the  intention  of  the  testator,  as  to  the  provision  for  the  sup- 
P^jH  of  his  minor  children,  alter  Jjimes  came  of  age,  not  en- 
tirely free  from  doubt.     If  it  was  intended  that  the  family 
should  continue  together  upon  the  farm  until  the  youngest 
^ilJ  became  of  age,  then  the  complainants  were  clearly  en- 
titled, upon  the  division  of  the  farm  by  the  defendants,  to 
have  the  value  of  the  stock,  farming  utensils,  and  household 
^^*d  kitchen  furniture,  applied  to  their  support  and  edua\tion 
"firing  their  minority.     If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  in- 
tonde<l  that  this  provision  should  continue  only  till  James 
^nae  of  age,  as  the  defendants  insist  it  was,  then  no  pro- 
^'ij*ion  whatever  is  made  for  the  support  of  the  complainants 
^fter  that  time,  during  their  minority.     Assuming  the  latter 
^  be  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the  complainants  are 
^iititled  to  recover  interest  on  their  legacies. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  the  will  is  silent  as  to  int<3rest, 
*  legacy  bears  interest  only  from  the  time  it  is  made  paya- 
We.  But  where  a  legacy  to  a  child  of  the  testiitor  is  made 
I'ayable  at  a  future  day,  and  no  maintenance  in  the  mean- 
time is  provided  by  the  testator  for  the  legatee,  the  legacy 
'^ra  interest  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  Brinkerhoff  v. 
-&'»•«  of  Mersdis,  4  Zab.  680 ;  Cox  v.  CoykendaU,  2  Bcaa. 

X* 
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138;  Molev.  Mole,  1  Dick.  310;  Heath  v.  Perry,  3  . 
101 ;  Liipton  v.  Lupton,  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  628. 

So  where  the  testator  has  expressly  provided  mainten 
up  to  a  certain  period,  leaving  a  chasm  between  that  p( 
and  the  time  of  the  payment  of  the  legacy  unprovided 
interest  will  be  allowed  upon  the  legacy  during  such  ii 
val,  by  way  of  maintenance.  Chambers  v.  Goldwin,  11  V 

The  period  during  which  the  complainants  remained 
their  brother  James,  after  the  farm  was  divided,  muf 
deducted  from  the  time  during  which  interest  is  allow( 
the  legacy.  Though  the  provision  furnished  for  their 
IX)rt  during  this  period  was  not  in  strict  conformity  witl 
requirements  of  the  will,  it  was  no  doubt  furnished 
accepted  as  a  substitute  for  the  provision  directed  h] 
will,  and  was  more  advantageous  to  the  legatees  than 
interest  on  the  legacy  would  have  been.  The  answer  s 
that  the  maintenance  and  schooling  of  the  complain; 
during  the  time  when  it  was  furnished  pursuant  to  th- 
rections  of  the  will,  cost  from  $1  to  $1.50  per  week, 
is  more  than  double  the  amount  of  the  annual  interest 
ea^'h  legacy. 

The  fact  alleged  in  the  answer,  that  the  defendants 
paid  the  debts  of  the  estate  to  an  amount  exceedinjz 
value  of  the  stock,  farming  utensils,  and  household 
kitchen  furniture,  ordered  to  be  sold  for  the  benefit  oi 
complainants,  can  in  no  wise  affect  their  claim  for  r 
The  will  charges  the  (h^bta,  so  far  as  they  shall  remair 
satisfied  by  the  personal  assets,  U()on  the  land  devised  t 
defendants. 

It  was  manifestly  the  desire  of  the  testator  that  his  nr 
children  should  receive  their  support  and  maintenance  ' 
the  farm,  so  long  as  the  devisees  and  their  mother  ag 
to  continue  upon  the  farm  and  to  furnish  the  support  tl 
Had  the  minor  children,  without  the  consent  of  their  mc 
and  brothers,  left  the  farm  during  the  continuance  of 
j)eriod  for  which  the  testator  provided  their  mainten 
upon  the  farm,  they  could  have  claimed  it  in  no  other  1< 
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But  not  only  did  the  defendants  fail  to  continue  to  occupy 
the  farm  in  the  mode  desired  by  the  testator,  but  it  is  appa- 
rent, from  the  evidence,  that  the  complainants  left  the  farm 
by  constraint,  rather  than  from  any  choice  of  their  own. 

The  claim  of  Jordan  and  wife  has  been  satisfied  since  the 
filing  of  the  bill  of  complaint.  It  must  be  referred  to  a 
master  to  ascertain  and  report  the  amount  due  for  interest 
^pon  the  legacies  of  the  other  complainants  from  the  twenty- 
fourth  of  December,  1855,  giving  credits  for  all  payments 
Daade  since  that  time,  by  either  of  the  defendants,  for  the 
support  of  the  complainants. 

It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  the  principal  of  the  legacy 
to  one  of  the  complainants,  has  fallen  due  since  the  filing  of 
the  bill  of  complaint.  But  no  relief  can  be  decreed  on  that 
ground.  A  decree  for  the  principal  of  the  legacy  is  not 
within  the  special  prayer  for  relief.  No  such  relief  could 
have  been  prayed  for  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill.  If  a 
<^niplainant  asks  for  relief  when  he  is  not  entitled  to  it,  his 
l^ill  would  be  demurrable.     Story's  Eq,  PL,  §  17,  43. 

Xor  can  such  decree  be  made  under  the  general  prayer 
for  relief,  for  the  relief  granted  must  be  agreeable  to  the 
^^  made  by  the  bill,  and  such  as  the  case  stated  will  justify. 
-^V*  Eq,  PL,  §  40,  42. 

I"  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  complainant,  in  practice,  recovers 
iDf»talments  of  principal  as  well  as  of  interest,  falling  due 
^ft^r  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  If  the  mortgage  is 
forfeited,  and  the  complainant  entitled  to  a  decree  of  fore- 
<^lo$ureat  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  a  de- 
^-T^for  the  w^hole  amount  due  upon  the  mortgage,  whether 
it  became  due  before  or  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 
^^'  strictly  within  the  prayer  for  relief,  and  such  as  the  case 
*5taied  will  justify.  It  becomes  simply  a  question  of  the 
»"iount  due  upon  the  mortgage  at  the  date  of  the  master's 
report.  This  practice  aftbrds  no  justification  for  a  decree  for 
the  principal  of  the  legacy  in  this  cause,  however  clear  the 
complainants  right  may  be. 
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Executors  of  Joseph  W.  Reed  vs,  William  Reed. 

1.  Where  the  cause  is  heard  upon  bill  and  answer,  the  allegations  of  the 
answer  are  to  be  taken  as  true. 

2.  A  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  work  a  mine,  quarry,  clay-pit  or  sand- 
pit, which  has  been  opened  and  used  by  the  former  owner.  It  is  a  mode 
of  enjoyment  of  the  land  to  which  he  is  entitled. 

3.  A  bill  Btfking  an  injunction  to  restrain  wast«,  and  also  an  account  foe 
rent  due,  is  demurrable  on  the  ground  of  multifariousness. 

4.  When  the  title  of  cestui  que  trusts  to  the  fund  in  question  is  involv< 
no  decree  will  be  made  unless  they  are  before  the  court. 

5.  On  final  hearing,  permission  given  to  amend  by  consent,  by  addii 
necessary  parties  within  ten  days,  and  before  signing  the  decree. 


Beasley,  for  complainants. 
A,  V,  Schenckf  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.  Joseph  W.  Reed,  the  complainan  ^ 
testator,  by  his  will,  devised  to  his  executors  a  farm  for  t_-  - 
life  of  his  brother,  William  Reed,  the  defendant,  in  trust  tl"^^ 
they  would  permit  him  to  occupy  and  enjoy  the  same,  up:*--* 
payment  to  them,  for  the  use  of  the  testator's  sisters,  Eli  ^^ 
beth  Johnson  and  Ann  Herron,  of  the  yearly  rent  of  $1<— ^ 
to  be  divided  equally  between  them.  On  the  death  of  Willi  a^»- 
Reed,  the  defendant,  the  land  is  devised  in  fee  to  the  child  :^"'^ 
of  the  testator's  said  sisters,  viz,  to  William  R.  Johnson  ^^  ^■^• 
John  H.  Johnson,  the  children  of  Elizabeth  Johnson,  who  i»  ^ 
the  complainants;  and  to  the  children  of  Ann  Herron.  Ti^^ 
defendant,  since  the  death  of  the  testator,  has  been,  and  still 
is,  in  the  possession  of  the  farm  by  the  permission  of  the  corM^' 
plainants. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  defendant  has  committed  vfRste 
on  the  premises,  by  cutting  more  timW  and  wood  thereon 
than  was  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  farm,  and  by  selling 
large  quantities  of  sand,  dug  upon  the  laud,  to  the  prejudi*^ 
of  the  inheritance ;  and  that  the  defendant  is  also  in  arrear  ft>^ 


MAY  TERM,  1863.  249. 

Ex'rs  of  Reed  v.  Reed. 

Yent,  nearly  $200.  The  bill  prays  that  the  defendant  may 
^  decreed  to  make  satisfaction  for  the  waste  committed; 
that  he  may  be  restrained  from  the  commission  of  further 
vaste ;  and  that  the  complainants  may  have  such  further  and 
other  relief  as  may  be  agreeable  to  equity. 

The  answer  denies  the  commission  of  waste  by  the  cutting 

of  timber;  admits  that  the  defendant  has  dug  and  sold  sand 

from  the  ancient  sand  pits  upon  the  premises,  used  for  that 

purpose  by  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  and  by  other  owners 

^nd   tenants  of  the  premises ;  alleges  that  the  sand  pits  are 

^pon  a  portion  of  the  premises  which  can  be  used  for  no 

other  purpose,  and  are  unfit  for  cultivation ;    but   claims 

^"^t  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  such  use  of  the  premises, 

^^d  that  it  occasions  no  prejudice  to  the  inheritance. 

The  answer  further  alleges  that  twenty  acres  of  woodland, 

^    part  of  said  premises,  had  been  sold  by  the  executors  by 

^^der  of  the  Orphans  Court,  and  that  in  consequence  of  such 

^^le,  and  of  the  defendant's  consent  thereto,  the  complainants 

^Hd  agreed,  with  the  consent  of  all  parties  interested,  that 

t-he  defendant  should  pay  only  $80  per  annum  rent  for  the 

Residue  of  the  farm  remaining  unsold ;  that  only  one  year's 

J^ent  is  in  arrear  and  unpaid ;  and  that,  on  the  settlement  of 

t-lie  executors'  account,  there  remained  in  their  hands  of  the 

proceeds  of  said  sale,  a  balance  of  $249.51,  to  the  use  and 

^nefit  of  which  the  defendant  claims  to  be  entitled.     The 

cause  is  brought  to  hearing  upon  bill  and  answer. 

1.  The  answer  denies  the  commission  of  waste  by  cutting 
timber  on  the  premises,  and  thus  effectually  disposes  of  that 
P^  of  the  complaint.  The  allegations  of  the  answer  upon 
"^e  present  hearing  are  to  be  taken  as  true. 

2.  The  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  work  a  mine,  quarry, 
c%*pit,  or  sand-pit,  which  has  been  opened  and  used  by  the 
former  owner.  The  working  of  the  mine  or  quarry  is  a 
^e  of  enjoyment  of  the  land  to  which  the  tenant  for  life 
^  entitled.  It  is  well  settled,  in  regard  to  tenancies  in 
QOWer,  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  dower  in  such  mines 
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and  quarries  as  were  actually  opened  and  used  during  the 
lifetime  of  her  husband.  Stoughten  v.  Leigh,  1  Taunt  402; 
Billings  v.  Taylor,  10  Pick,  460 ;  Coates  v.  C/ieever,  1  Qywen 
460 ;  EockwcU  v.  Morgan,  2  J9«w.  389 ;  Par^*  on  Dower  115, 
119  ;  1  Washburn  on  Heal  Prop.  165. 

The  same  principle  applies  to  other  estates  for  life.  So  far 
as  relates  to  the  commission  of  waste,  the  bill  of  complaint 
cannot  be  sustained. 

3.  The  residue  of  the  complaint  relates  to  the  claim  for 
rent.     The  bill  contains  no  prayer  for  an  account  of  the  rent, 
nor  for  a  decree  for  payment.    A  reference  to  take  an  account 
of  the  rent  due  is  now  asked,  under  the  general  prayer  for 
relief.     It  may  well  be  questioned  whether  a  bill  asking  for* 
an  injunction  to  restrain  waste,  and  also  an  account  for  rent 
due,  would  not  be  liable  to  objection  on  the  ground  of  mul- 
tifariousness.    The  two  grounds  of  suit  are  wholly  distinct 
and  unconnected,  and  each  is  sufficient  as  stated  to  sustain  a 
bill.     Bcdsole  v.  Monroe,  5  Ired,  Eq,  E,  313;  Stores  JEq. 
PL  A '211,  c. 

But  regarding  this  objection  as  waived  by  the  answer, 
and  as  not  liable  to  prejudice  the  rights  of  any  of  the  parties, 
still  I  think  the  complainants  are  not  entitled  to  an  account. 
The  proper  parties  are  not  before  the  court.  The  bill  claims 
that  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  recover  rent  at  the  rate 
of  ^^KX)  per  annum.  The  answer  insists  that  the  defendant, 
by  virtue  of  an  agreement  made  by  the  complainants,  by  and 
with  the  consent  of  all  the  parties  interested,  is  liable,  since 
the  sale  of  a  part  of  the  land,  to  pay  rent  only  at  the  rate  of 
$80  per  annum.  By  the  terms  of  the  will,  the  tenant  for 
life  is  to  pay  to  the  executors  rent  at  the  rate  of  $100,  which 
is  to  be  divided  by  the  executors  equally  between  the  two 
sisters  of  the  testator.  The  cestui  que  trusts  are  not  l^fore 
the  court.  They  would  not  be  bound  by  any  decree  that 
might  be  made  in  the  case.  The  defendant  also  claims,  by 
his  answer,  an  interest  in  the  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  the  land  in  the  hands  of  the  executor.  Whatever 
view  may  be  taken  of  the  claim  of  the  complainants,  the 
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parties  interested  in  that  fund  are  not  made  parties  to  the 
suit.  As  the  case  now  stands  upon  the  bill  and  answer,  the 
necessary  parties  to  the  account  are  not  before  the  court.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

If  the  parties  are  desirous  that  the  questions  arising  upon 

ffais  part  of  the  case  should  be  settled,  and  an  account  taken 

oader  the  direction  of  the  court,  the  bill  may  be  amended 

by  consent,  by  adding  the  necessary  parties  within*  ten  days 

a.ncl  before  signing  the  decree. 


Daniel  M.  Shipman  vs.  John  Cook  and  others. 

1.  Though  the  delivery  of  a  bill  or  note,  either  of  the  debtor  or  of  a 
ward  party,  is  not  payment  of  a  precoilont  debt,  but  merely  suspends  the 
retnedy,  yet  if  the  holder  be  guilty  of  laches,  it  operates  aa  a  complete  satis- 
faction. 

-•  Where  the  not«  of  a  third  party  is  endorsed  by  a  mortgagor  to  the 
niortta^ee.  and  is  accepted  by  him  as  a  conditional  payment  upon  the 
"OnJ,  the  mortgagor  is  entitled,  a^  endorser,  to  a  notice  of  protest  or  dis- 
honor. If  the  holder  of  the  note  fail  to  give  such  notice,  the  mortgagor  is 
ij^harged  not  only  from  liability  as  en«lorser,  but  also  from  liability  pro 
^»«to  ujjou  the  bond. 

3-  If  such  note  be  accepted  as  absolute  payment  on  the  bond,  and  the 
Payment  of  the  note  be  guaranteed  by  the  mortgagor,  the  guaranty  will 
o^'irmore  the  obligation.  The  mortgagor  would  be  liable  on  his  contract 
oJ  guaranty,  but  his  indebtedness  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage  would  not 
^  revived. 

^-  Gross  laches  and  long  delay  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  in  a  sim- 
I'le  foreclosure  case,  in  commencing  and  prosecuting  his  suit,  is  unjust  and 
opprftsive  to  the  defendant,  and  is  a  strong  circumstance  against  the  jus- 
tice of  the  complainant's  claim. 


t>oom,  for  complainant,  cited  4  Johns.  Ch.  B,  616;   9 
y^ey  563. 

^dnattaj  for  defendants,  cited  Story  on  Prom.  Notes,  § 
1^5^;  Wiaeman  v.  Lyman,  7  Mass.  286;  Tapky  v.  Martins, 
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8  T.  E.  451 ;  Gamidge  v.  AUenby,  6  Bam.  ^  On 
Alderson  v.  Layigdale,  3  Bam,  4"  Ad,  660. 

The  Chancellor.    The  only  question  now  to  hi 
is,  whether  the  mortgage  which  the  complainant 
foreclose,  has  been  satisfied.     The  defendant  claim 
credits  upon  the  mortgage,  which  are  disputed  by 
plainant. 

The  first  subject  of  controversy  is  a  promisson 
John  A.  Kitchell,  for  $80,  payable  to  the  order  of 
fendant,  and  by  him  endorsed  to  the  complainant, 
bears  date  April  first,  1833,  and  was  endorsed  to  1 
plainant  before  its  maturity.  The  defendant  testi 
the  note  was  delivered  in  part  payment  of  the  e 
debt.  The  complainant  states  that  the  understanc 
that  it  was  to  be  good  on  the  bond,  provided  the  m( 
paid.  That  the  note  never  has  been  paid,  is  admitt 
complainant  further  testifies :  "  I  endorsed  it  on  tht 
the  time  he  gave  it  to  me  ;  at  the  same  time  he  put 
on  the  back  of  it."  He  identifies  the  endorsement 
to,  which  is  as  follows:  *'Ileceived,  twenty-fourt 
1833,  of  John  Cook,  twenty-eight  dollars,  for  one  j 
terest  on  this  bond.  $28.  Daniel  M.  Shipman. 
of  J.  A.  Kitchell,  which,  when  paid,  will  be  in  full 
same."  Tho  last  clause  of  the  endorsement  is  not  o 
the  signature,  but  bears  unequivocal  evidence  of  not 
part  of  the  original  endorsement,  as  it  is  written  wi* 
ferent  pen  and  with  dilferent  ink.  It  can  add  nothii 
ever  to  the  weight  of  the  parol  evidence  of  the  com] 
Why  the  endorsement  relates  to  the  interest  only, 
to  the  entire  amount  of  the  note,  is  not  satisfactc 
plained.  Both  parties  agree  that  the  whole  note  v 
credited  on  the  bond.  In  the  absence  of  satisfactory 
as  to  the  terms  upon  which  the  note  was  agreed  t 
cepted,  whether  as  an  absolute  or  conditional  paymeu 
must  be  had  to  the  legal  operation  of  the  transfer. 

Though  the  delivery  of  a  bill  or  note,  either  of  th 
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or  of  a  third  party,  is  not  payment  of  a  precedent  debt,  but 
merely  suspends  the  remedy,  yet  if  the  holder  be  guilty  of 
laches  it  operates  as  complete  satisfaction.  Camidge  v.  AUenby, 
6  Barn.  ^  Cress.  373 ;  Alderson  w  Langdcde,  3  Barn.  ^  Ad. 
660 ;  Denniston  v.  Imbriej  3  Wash.  C.  C.  E.  396 ;  JBrower 
V.  Jones f  3  Johns.  E.  230 ;  Byles  on  Bills  303 ;  Story  on 
I^rom.  Notes,  §  117. 

No  notice  of  protest  or  dishonor  of  the  note  was  given  to 
the  defendant.     To  this,  as  endorser,  he  was  unquestionably 
entitled.     By  this  laches  on  'the  part  of  the  holder  the  de- 
fendant was  discharged,  not  only  from  liability  as  endorser, 
^>ut  from  liability  pro  tanto  upon  the  bond.     By  re<ison  of 
the  laches,  the  note  operated  as  complete  satisfaction  of  the 
incit^btedness  for  which  it  was  received.    To  this  it  is  answered 
tliat  the   defendant  occupies   the  position  of  a  guarantor. 
Ailrnitting  the  fact  to  be  so,  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the 
laobes  of  the  holder  was  not  such  as  to  charge  him  with  the 
loss.    But  the  fact  is  not  satisfactorily  established  that  he 
"Was  a  guarantor.     The  defendant  himself  swears  that  the 
guaranty  which  now  appears  over  his  name,  was  not  there 
"^'hen  he  endorsed  the  note.     Another  witness  testifies  that 
lie  heard  the  complainant  say,  alter  the  maturity  of  the  note, 
that  he  had  been  mistaken  as  to  the  party  whose  name  was 
signed  to  the  note,  and  that  he  feared  the  endorser  would 
^^Ci\pe  also.     These  witnesses  testify  as  to  a  very  ancient 
tranjiiiction,  and  standing  alone  it  would  be  unsafe  to  rely 
^pon  their  testimony.     But  it  is  remarkable  that,  although 
the  complainant  sued  the  maker  of  the  note  and  failed  to 
recover  the  debt  for  want  of  property,  no  claim  was  ever 
^ade  against  the  defendant  on  the  contract  of  guaranty,  nor 
^'38  a  dollar  of  principal  or  interest  paid  on  the  mortgage 
^fibt  for  eleven  years  after  the  dat(i  of  the  alleged  guaranty. 
H^\n:  if  the  note  was  taken  only  a^  a  conditional  payment 
^pon  the  mortgage  debt,  why  should  the  complainant  have 
^l^^from  the  mortgagor  a  guaranty  of  the  note?     If  the 
not€was  dishonored,  having  been  accepted  only  as  a  condi- 
^*^^ paymctU,  of  what  avail  was  the  guaranty  of  the  de- 
VoL.  L  Y 
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fendant?  His  personal  liability  for  the  debt  remained  as 
obligor  upon  the  bond,  as  well  as  the  security  of  the  mort- 
gage. There  was  no  reason  for  asking  a  guaranty.  It  did 
not  add  a  jot  to  the  complainant's  security.  If  that  guaranty 
be  in  fact  genuine,  it  affords  the  strongest  corroboration  oi 
the  defendant's  evidence,  that  the  note  was  accepted  as  pay- 
ment upon  the  bond.  If  so,  that  ends  the  controversy.  For  ii 
the  note  was  accepted  as  absolute  payment  on  the  V)ond,  it  i? 
clear  that  the  guaranty  will  not  restore  the  obligation.  The 
defendant  wouid  be  liable  on  his  personal  contract  of  guaranty 
but  his  indebtedness  upon  the  bond  and  mortgage  would  not 
be  revived. 

The  defendant  also  claims  allowance  for  the  value  of  cattle 
hogs,  corn,  and  spirits,  delivered  to  the  complainant  as  pay- 
ment on  said  mortgage  debt,  between  the  years  1833  anc 
1837,  and  not  credited  on  the  bond.  The  delivery  of  most 
of  the  articles  is  cleiu'ly  proven,  to  an  amount  siifficient  tc 
satisfy  the  mortgage.  The  complainant  himself  admits  thai 
they  were  delivered  to,  and  receiver!  by  him,  as  paynient,s  or 
account  of  the  mortgage.  But  he  insists  that  the  value  oi 
the  property  was  included  in  the  money  rec<rripts  endorse^! 
upon  the  mortgage,  duplicates  of  which  were  furnitihed  to  the 
defendant.  The  defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  tc^tifii^s  that 
he  received  those  rweipts  from  the  cK)niplainant;  he  saw  them 
signed,  and  he  paid  the  sums  of  money  for  which  they  were 
given.  The  receipts  themselves  are  given  for  so  much 
money  paid.  They  contain  no  intimation  that  cattle,  corn, 
or  other  chattels,  constituted  any  part  of  the  amount.  I  find 
no  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  receipts  are  not  what  they 
purport  to  be — receipts  for  money  paid. 

The  complainant's  unsupported  evidence  cannot  overcome 
the  testimony  of  the  defendant,  corroborated  by  the  plain 
language  of  the  receipts.  It  appears  moreover  from  tlit 
complainant's  evidence,  that  he  had  an  entry  in  his  books,  ol 
the  articles  thus  furnished  by  the  defendant  on  account  oi 
the  bond.     That  book  the  complainant  was  notified  to  pro- 
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«luce  in  evidence.  He  failed  to  do  so,  alleging  that  it  was 
lost.  What  is  still  more  significant,  the  defendant  testifies 
that  when  called  on  for  the  payment  of  this  debt,  he  saw  in 
the  hands  of  the  p(T8on  who  was  then  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
a  list  of  the  articles  thus  furnished.  This  list  the  attorney 
refused  to  deliver  to  the  defendant,  but  he  did  exhibit  the 
note,  and  told  him  that  he  (the  attorney)  would  allow  the 
articles,  if  the  defendant  would  settle  and  pay  the  note.  This 
testimony  is  so  imj)ortant  in  its  bearing  upon  the  cause,  that 
the  complainant  was  bound,  in  justice  to  himself  and  to  the 
wurt,  to  have  contradicted  or  explained  it.  Failing  to  do  so, 
it  must  XfH  taken  most  strongly  against  him.  It  is  shown 
that  although  the  attorney  has  ceased  to  act,  and  has  re- 
niove^lfrom  the  state,  he  was  in  the  state  while  the  testimony 
Viis  Icing  taken.  It  is  no  excuse  for  the  complainant  to 
''l^gethat  the  attorney  left  the  state  unexpectedly.  If  his 
t*vidence  could  not  have  been  tiiken  here,  it  might  have  been 
taken  hy  commission  at  the  plac*c  of  his  residence. 

Another  circumstance  has  impressed  my  mind  unfavorably 
lu  n-gard  to  the  justice  of  the  complainant's  demands.  This 
difficulty  originated  thirty  years  ago.  The  complainant  had 
^t  in  his  power  at  any  time  to  have  foreclosed  the  mortgage 
*^nd  have  the  controversy  settled.  He  forbore  to  tjike  this 
**tep  until  the  defendant  absolutely  refused  to  make  further 
I'ayments  upon  the  mortgage.  Tlie  bill  was  at  length  filed 
^^  the  fourteenth  of  January,  1849.  No  testimony  was 
^k^n  until  ten  years  after  the  defendant's  answer  was  on  file, 
^^d  then  not  until  an  order  of  the  court  was  made  requiring 
hina  to  proceed.  After  the  evidence  was  closed,  the  clause 
^f^iin  slumbered  until  the  complainant,  on  the  motion  of  the 
"^fendant,  was  ordered  to  bring  the  cause  to  hearing,  or 
"^^ehia  bill  dismissed.  A  simple  case  for  foreclosure  has 
^liQs  been  pending  in  the  court,  without  an  obstacle  inter- 
I'oaed  by  the  defendant,  for  a  period  of  over  fourteen  years. 
This  is  surely  not  the  conduct  of  a  party  confident  in  the 
justice  of  his  cause,  and  seeking  the  vindication  of  his  rights. 
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It  is  eminently  unjust  and  oppressive  to  the  defendant.  There 
is  no  need  of  a  reference  to  a  master.     If  the  credits  are  al- 
lowed, it  is  clear  that  the  complainant's  debt  is  satisfied. 
The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Ferdinand  Van  Doren  ve.  James  F.  Robinson  and  others. 

1.  Cestui  que  tmnts  are  not,  it  seemB,  necessary  parties  to  suits  againn 
iruftees,  to  compel  ilie  specific  performance  of  contracts,  except  where 
some  question  arises  touching  the  power  of  the  trustees  to  execute  the  con- 
tract, or  their  authority  to  act  under  it. 

2.  But  where  a  bill  in  equity  involves  the  title  of  the  cestui  qxu  trusts  to 
the  property  in  dispute,  or  where  they  are  interested,  not  only  in  the  funci 
or  estate  respecting  which  the  question  at  issue  has  arisen,  but  also  in  th;tt, 
(juestion  itself,  tliey  are  necessary  parties. 

X  An  objection  for  want  of  proj»er  parties  taken  at  the  hearing  will  not 
]  ire  vail,  unless  such  parties  are  necessary  to  the  final  determination  of  the 
cause. 

4.  yhe  general  principle  is,  that  where  the  contract  is  incapable  of  being 
enforced  against  one  party,  that  party  is  equally  incapable  of  enforcing  it 
against  the  01  hor.  But  the  principle  does  not  apply  where  the  contract, 
by  its  terms,  gives  to  one  party  a  right  to  the  performance,  which  it  does 
not  gi-e  to  the  other. 

5.  Wliere  the  obligation  to  perform  rests  upon  one  of  the  parties  only, 
e«juity  will  enforce  ibe  contract  with  great  caution. 

♦>.  An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land  at  a  price  to  be  cueertained  by  the 
l>artits,  is  too  incomplete  and  uncertain  to  be  carried  into  execution  by  a 
court  of  equity.  But  where  the  contract  is,  that  land  shall  be  conveyed 
"  at  a  fair  price,"  or  '*  at  a  fair  valuation,"  the  court  will  direct  the  valua- 
tion to  be  made  by  a  master,  and  will  enforce  the  execution  of  the  contract. 

7.  The  true  princii>le  seems  to  be,  that  whenever  the  price  to  be  paid  can 
be  ascertained  in  consistency  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  performance 
will  be  enforced.  But  the  court  will  not  make  a  contract  for  the  parties, 
nor  adopt  a  mode  of  ascertaining  the  price  not  in  accordance  with  the 
spirit  of  the  agreement. 

8.  A  mere  personal  contract,  not  running  with  the  land,  nor  binding  the 
alienee  at  law,  will  be  enforced  against  the  alienee  in  equity,  only  where 
he  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  contract. 

9.  Where  the  defendant  claims  title  through  a  deed  which  contains  the 
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covenant  soagbt  to  be  enforced,  he  is  chargeable  with  constructive  notice 
of  the  covenant. 

10.  Notice  of  a  deed  is  notice  of  ii»  contents,  and  where  a  purchaser 
cannot  make  out  a  title  but  by  a  deed  which  leads  him  to  another  fact,  he 
will  be  deemed  to  have  knowledge  of  that  fact, 

11.  Constructive  notice  is  knowledge  imputed  o»  presumption,  too  strong 
to  be  rebutted,  that  the  knowledge  must  have  been  communicated. 

12.  Where  the  covenantee  in  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  land,  per- 
mitH  a  purchaser  to  acquire  title,  take  possession  of  the  premises,  and  pay 
Uie  purchase  money  without  an  intimation  of  his  claim  under  the  cove- 
nant, or  of  his  willingness  to  accept  the  title,  he  has  no  claim  to  relief  in 
equity. 

^3.  Specific  performance  is  relief  which  equity  will  not  give,  unless  in 
cases  where  the  parlies  seeking  it,  come  as  promptly  as  the  nature  of  the 
*^^se  Will  permit. 

Vanatta,  for  complainant. 

f^itney,  for  J.  F.  Robinson. 

2\  Little,  for  the  other  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.     The  complainant,  by  deed  bearing 
date  on  the  eighth  of  April,  1843,  conveyed  to  Pbebe  Wood- 
VAi'd,  a  tract  of  land  in  the  county  of  Somerset^  containing 
about  fifty  acres.     The  deed  is  executed  under  the  hand  and 
a^l,  both  of  the  grantor  and  grantee,  and  contains  the  fol- 
lowing covenant  on  the  part  of  the  grantee  ;    *'  Whenever 
she,  the  said  Phebe  Woodward,  shall  quit  the  actual  occupa- 
tion of  the  foregoing  described  land  and  premises,  she  will 
reconvey  the  same  to  the  said  Ferdiiiand  Van  Doi'en  in  fee 
simple,  by  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  of  warranty,  free  and 
clear  of  all  encumbrances  made  or  suflfered  by  her,  for  a  fair 
price,  provided  said  Ferdinand  Van  Doren  will  accept  such 
conveyance  and  pay  such  price;  and  in  case  the  said  Phebe 
woodward  shall  die  in  possession  of  the  said  land  and  pre- 
^»^,  she  hereby  further  covenants  with  said   Ferdinand 
^  Doren,  that  her  heirs  or  assigns  sliall,  upon  her  death, 
'^convoy  said  land  and  premises  to  him  by  such  deed,  and 

Y* 


258  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Viin  Doren  v.  Robinson  et  al. 

Upon  snch  terms  and  conditions  as  last  aforesaid,  prov 
he  or  they  will  accept  such  deed,  and  pay  such  price  for 
land  and  premises.'*  The  grantee  entered  into  possessic 
the  premises,  and  continued  in  the  actual  occupation  i 
the  spring  of  1845,  when  she  removed  to  the  city  of  - 
York,  having  leased  the  premises  to  a  tenant  for  one  j 
On  the  twenty-fii-st  of  October,  1845,  Phebe  Woodward 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  conveyed  the  premises  in  fe 
James  F.  Robinson,  one  of  the  defendants.  On  the  fifte< 
of  February,  1847,  James  F.  Robinson  conveyed  the  pr 
8es  in  fee  to  John  H.  Robinson,  wlio  thereupon  execut 
deed  of  trust  in  favor  of  his  mother,  Nancy  Robinson 
whom  the  consideration  money  for  the  conveyance  of 
farm  by  Phebe  Woodward,  was  advanced.  Both  Phebe  W 
ward,  the  complainant's  grantee,  and  Nancy  Robinsoi 
whom  the  equitable  estate  in  the  premises  was  vested, 
in  the  year  1849.  The  complainant's  bill  was  filed  on 
seventeenth  of  April,  1862. 

A  preliminary  objection  is  raised  to  the  bill,  for  wai 
proper  parties.  Cestui  que  trusts  are  not,  it  seems,  ace 
ing  to  the  modern  rule  in  England,  necessary  parties  to  .« 
against  trustees  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
tracts,  except  whoi-e  sonie  question  arises  touching  the  jk 
of  the  trustees  to  execute  the  contract,  or  their  authori! 
act  under  it.  Kvai^s  v.  Jad'yony  8  iSim,  217 ;  Samh 
J\icharch,  2  Collf/er  668 ;  Fri/  on  6pec,  Per/.,  §  99. 

But  the  bill  in  this  case  is  not  a  mere  bill  for  specific 
formance.  It  is  also  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  interple? 
and  involves  the  title  of  the  ccstvi  que  tniats  to  the  projj 
in  dispute.  It  is  in  respect  to  that  title,  that  the  defend 
are  called  upon  to  interplead,  and  the  court  is  asked  t< 
cide.  The  cextui  que  tmsts  are  interested  not  only  in 
fund  or  estate  respecting  which  the  question  at  issue 
arisen,  but  also  in  that  <]uestion  itself.  In  such  case. 
cestui  que  trusts  are  necessary  parties.    Calvert  on  Parti 

The  devisees  of  the  land  in  question  under  the  wi 
Nancy  Robins^on,  if  that  will  should  be  established,  Jis 
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bL  X 1  assumes  that  it  may  be,  would  have  an  interest  in  the 
e\r^nt  of  the  suit. 

If,  therefore,  that  question  should  be  decided,  it  would  be- 
coime  necessary  to  make  the  cesUii  que  trusts  parties,  before 
tla.^  final  determination  of  the  cause. 

TBut  as  the  case  will  be  disposed  of  upon  other  grounds, 

totally  irrespective  of  the  title  to  the  property,  or  the  rights 

of    the  cestui  que  trusts,  it  cannot  now  with  any  propriety  be 

declared  that  the  bill  is  defective  for  want  of  parties.     The 

oVvjection  was  not  raised  by  demurrer.     An  objection  for 

want  of  proper  parties  taken  at  the  hearing  will  not  prevail, 

unless  such  parties  are  necessary  to  the  final  determination 

of  the  cause. 

It  is  objected  that  the  contract  is  not  such  as  equity  will 
enforce  for  want  of  mutuality.  The  general  principle  is, 
that  where  the  contract  is  incapable  of  being  enforced  against 
one  party,  that  party  is  equally  incapable  of  enforcing  it 
against  the  other.     Fry  on  Spec.  Perf,,  §  286. 

But  the  principle  does  not  apply  where  the  contract,  by 
its  terms,  gives  to  one  party  a  right  to  the  performance 
vhich  it  does  not  give  to  the  other,  as  where  a  lease  con- 
tains a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  for  a  renewal  of 
the  lease  at  the  expiration  of  the  term.  It  is  now  settled 
that  »uch  covenant  may  be  enforced  against  the  lessor, 
though  there  is  no  reciprociil  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
lessee  to  accept  the  renewal.     Fry  on  Spec.  Per/.,  §  948. 

In  McKibbin  v.  Brown^  1  McCarter  13,  the  bill  was  filed 
ty  the  lessee  to  enforce  the  specific  pertormance  of  a  cove- 
nant for  renewal.  The  bill  was  open  to  the  objection  now 
^^8^,  but  it  was  not  suggested  as  a  ground  of  defence,  al- 
though the  case  was  warmly  contested,  both  in  this  court 
«*nd  in  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

The  present  case  falls  directly  within  the  same  principle. 
-^^"^  grantee  in  the  deed  covenanted  to  reconvey  whenever 
fine  should  quit  the  actual  occupation  of  the  premises,  thougli 
|he  grantor  was  under  no  obligation  to  accept  the  title.  It 
**  iJi  lact  a  contract  in  which  the  obligation  to  perform  ve^va 
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upon  one  of  the  partie.-^,  and  which  will  be  enforced  in  equil 
though  with  great  caution.  Chesterman  v.  Mann,  9  JEc 
206;  AUen  v.  Hilton,  1  Fonb.  Eq.  426,  note;  Fry  on  Sp 
Perf.,  §  291-2,  §  733. 

It  is  further  objected  that  the  contract  will  not  be  € 
forced,  because  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  reconveyance 
the  land  is  not  ascertained  by  the  contract.     The  agreeme 
is  that  the  land  shall  be  reconveyed  for  a  fair  price,  if  t 
grantor  will  accept  the  deed  and  pay  such  price. 

It  is  urged  that  the  eifect  of  the  agreement  is  simply 
give  to  the  vendor  the  refusal  of  the  property,  if  the  parti 
could  agree  upon  the  price.  If  such  be  the  eflfect  of  the  co 
tract,  the  court  will  not  decree  a  specific  performance.  1 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  land,  at  a  price  to  be  ascertain 
by  the  parties,  is  too  incomplete  and  uncertain  to  be  carri 
into  execution  by  a  court  of  equity.  Graham  v.  GxH. 
Munf,  396. 

But  where  the  contract  is  that  the  land  shall  be  rec« 
veyed,  not  at  a  price  to  be  agreed  upon  by  the  parties,  1 
at  a  fair  price,  or  at  a  fair  valuation,  the  court  will  direct 
valuation  to  be  made  by  a  master,  and  will  enforce  the  ^ 
cution  of  the  contract.  Gaskarth  v.  Lord  Lowther,  12  ¥ 
107 ;  Wilks  V.  Davis,  3  Mer,  507 ;  City  of  Providence  v. 
Johns  Lodge,  2  lihodc  Island  P.  46;  Dike  v.  Greene 
Mode  Island  P.  285;  F,yon  Spec.  Perf,  §  219. 

This  class  of  cases  has  given  rise  to  some  conflict  of  opini' 
and  the  line  which  marks  the  limits  of  the  court's  exerc 
of  jurisdiction,  is  not  clearly  defined.     The  true  princij 
seems  to  be,  that  whenever  the  price  to  be  paid  can  be  i 
certained,  in  consistency  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  pc= 
formance  will  be  enforced.     But  the  court  will  not  raak& 
contract  for  the  parties,  nor  adopt  a  mode  of  ascertaining  0 
price,  not  in  accordance  with  the  real  spirit  of  the  agreemen 
In  this  case,  the  mode  in  which  the  price  shall  be  fixed, 
not  designated  in  the  contract'.     It  is  required  simply  that 
be  a  fair  price.     To  ascertain  that  value,  by  any  mode  of  ii 
vestigation,  will  conflict  iieither  with  the  letter,  nor  with  tl 
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spirit  of  the  contract.     I  think,  therefore,  the  contract  is 
such  as  will  justify  a  decree  for  specific  performance. 

The  covenant  for  reconveyance  is  sought  to  be  enforced,  not 
against  the  covenantor,  but  against  the  alienee  of  the  land. 
Ttie  covenant  is  merely  personal.  It  neither  runs  with  the 
land,  nor  binds  the  alienee  at  law.  It  will  be  enforced 
agrninst  the  alienee,  in  equity,  only  where  he  is  chargeable 
"wit-h  notice  of  the  original  contract.  Jack-sons  eavc,  5  Vin. 
u±b,  543,  §  3 ;  Taylor  v.  Stibhert,  2  Vesey  437 ;  Fry  on  Spec, 
^^/.,§  135,  §137. 

Ihere  is  no  proof  of  actual  notice  to  the  alienee.     At  the 
time  of  the  conveyance  from  Phobe  Woodward,  the  cove- 
nantor, to  James  F.  Robinson,  the  deed  from  the  complainant 
to    Phebe  Woodward  was  not  on  record.     There  is  no  evi- 
dence that  Robinson  had  ever  seen  that  deed  before  he  re- 
ceived the  title.     He  denies  that  he  ever  saw  it,  or  that  he 
l^ad  any  knowledge  whatever  of  the  existence  of  the  covenant, 
^t.  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  him.     He  is,  nevertheless, 
cliargeable  with   constructive   notice.     All  the   defendants 
^laim  title  through  the  deed  from  the  complainant  to  Phebe 
Woodward,  which  contains  the  covenant  which  is  sought  to 
"^  enforced.    Notice  of  a  deed  is  notice  of  its  contents.    And 
'^here  a  purchaser  cannot  make  out  a  title  but  by  a  deed, 
^hich  leads  him  to  another  lact,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have 
knowledge  of  that  fact.     4  Kent's  Com.  179 ;  2  Sugden  on 
Vendors  {7th  Am.  ed.)  559,  §  63 ;  1  Story's  Eq.,  §  400. 

In  this  aspect  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  deed  was  or 
^^  not  recorded. 

It  avails  nothing  that  the  defendants  deny  actual  notice, 
^nstmctive  notice  is  knowledge  imputed  on  presumption, 
^  strong  to  be  rebutted,  that  the  knowledge  must  have 
'^n  comiAunicated.  1  Story's  Eq,  Jur.,  §  399;  2  Sugden 
^  Vendors  1041,  §  7. 

It  is  further  objected  that,  admitting  the  defendants  to  be 
^J^ble  with  notice,  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to 
fwief,  on  the  ground  that  his  conduct  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
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and  conveyance  to  James  F.  Robinson,  was  calculated  to  miF=ar  s- 
lead  him  in  regard  to  his  rights  as  a  purchaser. 

By  the  terms  of  the  covenant,  Phebe  Woo^hvard  engage-^^ipd 
to  reconvey  the  i)remises  to  the  complainant  whenever  st::^© 
should  quit  the  actual  occupation  of  the  land  and  premis^^sg^ 
provided  the  complainant  would  accept  the  conveyance  a^^nd 
pay  the  price.  In  the  spring  of  1845  she  left  the  premi^=»Ke3 
and  removed  to  the  city  of  Kew  York.  About  the  first  of 
October  following,  Robinson  called  upon  the  complainant  a-^.  xid 
viewed  the  premiscif,  with  the  intention  of  purchasing.  Tt 

is  obvious,  from  the  evidence  not  only  of  Robinson  but         of 
the  comphiinant  him.^elf,  that  he  was  aware  of  Mrs.  Vfo^^zz>^' 
ward's  desire  to  sell,  and  of  Robinson's  intention  to  purchi3B.  ^^e. 
He  says,  that  from  what  he  understood  from  Robinson^        1® 
had  reason  to  bL4ieve  that  she  would  sell  without  his  cousc^  «-^^- 
He  gave  R;obinson  no  intimation  of  his  intention  or  willL   Mr^^g- 
ness  to  accept  a  reconveyan(»e.     Immediately  thereafter^        ^^ 
had  an  interview  with  Mrs.  Woodward,  in  the  city  of  J^'  ^^^ 
York.     He  made  no  dumand  of  a  conveyance ;  gave  no         ^"* 
timation  that  he  was  willing  to  accept  it.     The  object  of        -^^^ 
visit  was  not  to  protect  his  rights  under  the  covenant,     fc^ut 
to  obtain  from  Mrs.  Woodward  the  payment  of  a  debt  wl::^  i  en 
she  owed   him.     On  his  return  from  New  York,  with.^^^"^ 
having  obtained  security  for  his  debt,  he  sued  out  a  writ>   of 
attachment  against  Mrs.  Woodward,  as  a  non-resident  dek><^^^^; 
which  he  caused  to  be  served  upon  the  land  in  question,  hef^^^^ 
the  deed  to  Robinson  was  executed.     Robinson,  having  ^^^' 
tained  his  title,  entered  into  possession,  and  while  so  in  j^^^^' 
session,  he  paid  and  satisfied  to  the  auditors  in  attachme  ^^% 
with  the  knowledge  and  concurrence  of  the  complainant,  t  ^e 
debt  for  which  the  attachment  was  issued,  together  w:^"^ 
the  claims  of  other  attaching  creditors,  which  had  becoiT^^ 
encumbrances  on  the  land.  The  complainant  not  only  taci  ^J 
assented  to  the  sale  and  conveyance  by  Woodward  to  Rc^"* 
inson,  but  he  actively  participated,  by  receiving  a  part  of  t>^^ 
purchase  money. 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract,  he  was  as  much  bound    •^ 
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mand  a  deed,  or  intimate  his  willingness  to  accept  it,  as  the 
venantor  was  to  reconvey.  No  deecf  could  be  tendered  till 
B  price  was  agreed  upon.  The  obligation  to  convey  was 
)perative,  unless  he  was  willing  to  accept  the  deed  and  pay 
i  purchase  money.  Yet  he  stood  by  and  permitted  the 
rchaser  to  acquire  title,  to  take  possession  of  the  premises 
1  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  without  an  intimation  of  his 
im  under  the  covenant,  or  of  his  willingness  to  accept  the 
e  if  it  was  tendered  to  him.  Such  conduct  would  estop 
>arty  from  enforcing  a  legal  title ;  with  more  reason  it 
urates  to  deprive  a  party  of  all  claim  to  relief  at  the  hands 
this  court.  The  conduct  of  the  complainant  operated  as 
waiver  of  his  equitable  claim  under  the  covenant,  as 
unst  James  F.  Eobinson  and  those  claiming  under  him. 
An  equally  decisive  objection  to  the  relief  asked  for,  is  the 
ay  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  in  seeking  to  enforce 

claim.  Robinson  acquired  title,  and  entered  into  pos- 
«ion  of  the  premises  in  October,  1845.  The  complainant's 
1  was  filed  in  April,  1862,  more  than  sixteen  years  after 
5  (late  of  the  conveyance.  His  first  formal  notice  of  his 
^im  to  one  of  the  defendants,  was  made  on  the  twenty-first 

March,  18G1.  There  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  in 
e  case,  that  until  about  that  period,  he  had  no  intention  or 
aire  to  enforce  his  claim  to  a  conveyance  under  the  stipu- 
t'ions  of  the  covenant.  This  great  delay,  unaccounted  for, 
a  bar  to  a  claim  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

party,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Alvanley,  '*  cannot  CiiU 
[>on  a  court  of  equity  for  specific  performance,  unless  he 
^8  shown  himself  ready,  desirous,  prompt,  and  eager." 
fthard  v.  Earl  of  Thanet,  5  Veseij  720,  note  b. 

In  the  language  of  Lord  Cranworth,  "  specific  performance 
*  relief  which  this  court  will  not  give,  unless  in  crises  where 
^^  parties  seeking  it,  come  as  promptly  as  the  nature  of  the 
<^will  permit."  Eada  v.  Wdlianis,  4  De  Gex,  M.  l^  G, 
691;  Fry  an  Spec,  Ferf,,  §  732-3. 

A  bill  for  specific  performance  is  an  application  to  the  dis- 
^on,or  rather  to  the  extraordinary  jurisdiction  of  equity, 
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which  cannot  be  exercised  in  favor  of  persons  who  have  lo 
slept  upon  their  rights,  and  acquiesced  in  a  title  and  p< 
session  adverse  to  their  claim.  1  Sugden  on  Vendors  2{ 
§  3,  4,  5. 

No  excuse  is  furnished  by  the  facts  set  out  in  the  bil! 
explanatory  of  the  delay.  Phebe  Woodward  did  not  die  t 
1849,  more  than  three  years  after  Robinson  had  acquir 
title  and  possession  of  the  premises  under  her.  The  subf 
quent  controversy  in  Vermont,  touching  the  validity  of  t 
will  of  Nancy  Robinson,  and  the  conflicting  claims  of  t 
defendants  to  the  premises,  presented  no  obstacle  to  the  coi 
plainant's  suit.  The  decision  of  the  question  in  Vermont  c 
not,  as  the  complainant  himself  alleges,  conclusively  set 
the  question  of  title.  The  same  difliculty  as  to  the  til 
which  is  alleged  as  a  ground  for  the  delay,  continued  to  e>i 
when  the  bill  was  filed. 

Nor  is  the  objection  on  the  score  of  delay  waived  by 
fact,  that  negotiations  for  a  conveyance  were  had  betw 
the  parties,  on  the  assumption  of  the  complainant's  dainn 
a  reconveyance.  There  was  no  <admission  by  the  defend?  * 
of  the  com|:)lainant's  right  to  the  conveyance  under  the  co 
nant,  nor  any  waiver,  express  or  implied,  of  any  defenc-c 
such  claim.  The  negotiations  for  the  purchase  were  in  1* 
commenced,  and  the  price  agreed  upon,  before  the  compla 
ant's  claim  to  a  conveyance  was  presented  or  insisted  on. 
is  evident,  indeed,  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  evidence,  aJ 
especially  from  the  written  correspondence  between  t^ 
parties,  that  the  complainant's  claim  was  not  set  up,  ar 
that  the  bill  was  not  tiled,  so  much  for  the  purpose  of  enfor 
ing  a  compliance  with  the  covenant,  as  for  the  sake  of  acqui 
ing  a  satisfactory  title,  and  ascertaining  to  which  of  the  d 
fendants  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid.  The  defendan 
were  willing  to  convey.  The  parties  had  virtually  agree 
upon  the  price.  The  only  question  was,  to  which  of  the  d« 
fendants  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid.  The  bill  wj 
evidently  filed  under  an  impression  on  the  part  of  the  solicito 
that  the  bill  would  not  be  resisted,  but  that  the  defendan 
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-would  acquiesce  in  a  determination  by  this  court  of  their 
conflicting  claims.  That  expectation  proves  not  to  have  been 
vr^ll  founded. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Oeorge  Belford  and  others,  partners,  &c.,  vs,  Joseph  B. 
Crane  and  wife. 

1.-  Where  the  cause  is  heard  upon  bill  and  answer,  the  answer  must  be 
^^ken  as  conclusive  proof  of  the  facts  which  it  seta  up  by  way  of  defence. 
^xit  intentions  and  motives  are  not  facts,  touching  which  the  answer  is 
coucloBive. 

2.  Where  a  wife  takes  the  title  to  land,  purchased  with  the  property 
^'  tbe  husband,  under  circumstances  which  render  the  transaction  fraudu- 
lent as  against  the  husband's  creditors,  she  will  be  treated  as  a  trustee  for 
^ae  creditors,  and  the  property  will  be  sold  for  their  benefit. 

3.  The  legal  title  to  land  is  not  affected  by  a  sheriff's  deed,  where,  at  the 
"me  of  the  levy  and  sale,  the  title  was  not  in  the  defendant  in  execution. 

^'  The  existence  of  fraud  is  often  a  presumption  of  law  from  admitted  or 
^tablished  facts,  irrespective  of  motive,  and  too  strong  to  be  rebutted.  A 
Voluntary  settlement  on  the  wife  by  a  husband  while  engaged  in  bu.sinoss, 
*nd  involved  in  debt,  is  fraudulent  as  against  creditors,  no  matter  how 
P^f©  the  motive  which  induced  it. 

^-  The  right  of  the  husband  to  the  services  of  his  wife,  and  to  the  avails 
®' ber  skill  and  industry,  is  absolute.  The  wife  can  acquire  no  sf-parate 
property  in  her  earnings,  though  she  carry  on  business  in  her  own  name, 
**c*pt  by  gift  from  her  husband. 

^-  A  settlement  by  the  husband  upon  the  wife,  in  consideration  of  mevi- 
"^^oug  services,  is  a  pure  gift  or  voluntary  settlement,  and  though  good  as 
*8*iMt  the  husband,  can  only  be  sustained  against  his  creditors  by  virtue 
^^  *n  antenuptial  contract. 

'^-  If  a  party  is  indebted  at  the  time  of  a  voluntary  settlement,  it  is  pre- 
''JDied  to  be  trandulent  in  respect  to  such  debts,  and  no  circumstances  will 
I*fii»l  those  debta  to  be  affected  by  the  settlement,  or  repel  the  legal  pre- 
«>iapUon  of  fraud. 

8.  The  distinction  between  existinfj  and  suhscqueiit  debts,  in  reference  to 
ToloBtary  conveyancee,  is,  that  as  to  the  former,  fraud  is  an  inference  of 
***;  M  to  the  latter,  there  must  be  proof  of  fraud  in  fact. 
9'  Tka  act  of  1852,  for  the  better  securing  the  property  of  married 
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women,  confers  upon  the  wife  a  mere  ju$  tenendi.  It  gives  her  no  power 
to  dispose  of  her  property. 

10.  The  land  having  been  purchased  with  the  money  of  the  husband, 
there  is  a  resulting  trust  in  his  favor.  The  wife  will  be  declared  a  trostee 
for  the  husband,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 

Vanattaj  for  complainants. 
Pitney,  for  defendants. 

Ciises  cited  by  complainants  counsel.  JReade  v.  Living- 
stouy  3  Johns.  Ch,  R,  497 ;  Cook  v.  Johnson,  1  jBecw.  52 ; 
Satterthwaite  v.  Umlei/y  3  Green's  Ch.  R.  489 ;   Townsend  v. 

Westaoott,  2  Beavan  340;  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  353,  §  374 ; 
1  Fonb.  Eq.,  ch.  4,  §  12 ;  3  Stark,  on  Ev.  615,  622 ;  Tumors 
case,  8  Coke  132,  (262) ;  Bovy's  case,  1  Vent.  194 ;  Douglasse 
V.  Waxid,  1  Chan.  Cases  100 ;  Holford  v.  Holford,  Ibid.  217 ; 
Colvile  V.  Parker,  Cro.  James  158;  Evelyn  v.  Templar,  2 
Bro.  Ch.  R.  148 ;  BurreTs  case,  6  Cb^-e  72 ;  GoocKs  case,  5 
Coke  60;  Doc  v.  Routledge,  Cowper  705,  711;   JW/we/ui  v. 

Windham,  2  Fe^ey,  se^i.  11;  Nix.  Dig.  762,  §  8;  Freeman 
V.  Or^er,  5  Z)^^€7•  476. 

Ciises  cited  by  defendants  counsel.  Megrath  v.  Robertson's 
Adm'rs,  1  Less.  445;  Pinney  v.  FeUows,  15  ^7.  525;  1 
.Btt^A^  on  iTi^^i.  and  Tt^i/e,  230,  232. 

The  Chancellor.  The  complainants  having  recovered 
judgment  at  law  against  Joseph  B.  Crane,  caused  an  execu- 
tion to  be  levied  on  certain  real  estate,  the  legal  title  to  which ^ 

was  in  the  wife  of  Crane.  On  the  twenty-fourth  of  June^^ 
1861,  the  land  was  sold  by  virtue  of  the  execution,  and  thf== 
complainants  became  the  purchasers,  and  received  a  deec^~^ 
from  the  sheriflF  in  pursuance  of  the  sale.  The  bill  charge^r^ 
that  the  property  was  in  fact,  the  property  of  the  husban^^, 
but  that  the  title  was  vested  in  the  wife,  for  the  purpose  '^:>/ 
defrauding  the  husband's  creditors.    The  prayer  of  the  l>iJi 
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is,  that  the  deed  to  the  wife  be  declared  void,  and  that  she 
be  decreed  to  convey  her  title  to  the  complainants,  or  that 
the  property  be  sold  under  the  order  of  the  court,  to  satisfy 
the  claim  of  the  complainants  against  the  husband. 

The  case  is  heard  upon  bill  and  answer,  and  the  right  reste 
upon  the  admissions  and  allegations  of  the  answer,  which 
must  be  taken  as  conclusive  proof  of  the  fdcta  which  it  sets 
up  by  way  of  defence.     Lubes  Eq,  PL,  109. 

The  answer  admits  the  judgment  of  the  complainants ;  the 

levy  upon  the  real  estate  standing  in  the  name  of  the  wife, 

and  the  sale  and  conveyance  to  the  complainants.     It  also 

admits  that  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  the  defendants, 

the  wife  was  not  possessed  of  any  property,  real  or  personal, 

and  that  she  haa  not  received,  by  descent,  devise,  or  gift, 

from  any  person  since  her  marriage,  any  property  whatever. 

It  avers  that  the  wife  was  a  tailoress,  and  that,  by  her  labor 

and  exertions  as  a  tailoress,  in  addition  to  her  ordinary 

household  duties,  and  by  keeping  boarders,  daring  a  course 

of  years,  she  earned  a  large  sum  of  money,  amounting,  as  the 

defendants  believe,  to  about  one  thousand  dollars ;  that  the 

^^1  estate  in  question  was  purchased  in  the  years  J  857  and 

1858,  and  the  title  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife.     That  at 

^^^  time  of  the  purchase,  the  defendant,  Joseph  B.  Crane, 

^^  indebted  upon  his  mortgages  and  notes  given  for  the  pur- 

^J^ase  of  real  estate,  for  his  current  coal  bills,  bought  on  the 

^^  credit  for  the  purposes  of  his  business,  and  for  his 

^^ily  expenses;  and  that  all  the  debts  then  due,  except 

^t>oat  $275,  have  been  paid  and  satisfied,  as  the  same  matured. 

"I^te  defendants  admit  that  when  the  land  was  purchased  the 

f^^sband  expected  to  continue  in  business,  but  deny  that  he 

^^^tended  to  contract  any  new  indebtedness,  except  in  the 

^^inary  course  of  his  business.     They  also  deny  that  the 

^tJe  was  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife  to  hinder  and  delay 

^^^itors,  or  with  any  expectation  of  insolvency.     In  the  fall 

^  1858  and  in  the  spring  of  1869,  a  house  was  erected  upon 

L     ^e  land  at  a  cost  of  $1700,  of  which  $700  was  paid  and 

■     f  1000  raised  by  mortgage  upon  the  property.    In  the  year 
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1859,  the  business  of  the  husband  having  been  much  enlarged, 
ju'oved  disastrous,  and  he  was  unable  to  meet  his  engage- 
ments and  became  insolvent.  In  1860,  a  judgment  having 
lioen  recovered  against  him,  the  land  which  had  been  con- 
voyed to  the  wife  was  levied  upon  and  sold  as  the  property 
of  the  husband,  and  was  struck  off  and  conveyed  to  the  at- 
torney of  the  plaintiffs  in  execution  for  the  sum  of  $5.  On 
the  ninth  of  October,  1860,  the  land  was  again  conveyed  to 
the  wife  for  the  consideration  of  $-100,  the  husband  having 
negotiated  the  purchase  in  behalf  of  the  wife.  Three  hun- 
dred dollars  of  the  purchase  money  was  raised  by  a  mortgage 
on  the  premises,  and  the  balance  was  paid  out  of  the  funds 
of  a  third  party,  in  the  hands  of  the  wife,  and  w^as  also  after- 
wards secured  by  mortgage  on  the  property. 

The  fact  that  the  legal  title  to  the  land  was  never  in  the 
husband  cannot  affect  the  substantial  question  at  issue, 
though  it  may  affect  the  mode  of  redress.  If  the  property, 
veste<l  in  the  wife,  was  purchased  with  the  property  of  the 
husband,  under  circumstances  which  render  the  transaction 
fraudulent  as  against  the  husband's  creditors,  the  wife  will  be 
treated  as  a  trustee  for  the  creditors,  and  the  property  sold  for 
tht'ir  benefit. 

Nor  can  the  question  at  issue  be  materially  affected  by  the 
.^ale  of  the  property  under  execution  against  the  husband, 
and  its  .sul)ri<^qu('nt  conveyance  to  the  wife.     She  paid  not 
one  dollar  consideration  for  the  reconveyance  to  herself,  out 
ol'  any  funds  of  her  own.    The  entire  consideration  wa^  raised 
by  mortgage  upon  the  premises,  leaving  both  the  legal  and 
the  equitable  title  unaffected,  save  that  the  property  was 
charged  with  an  additional  encumbrance.     The  wife  acquired- 
no  legal  title  whatever  under  the  deed  from  the  sheriff's-^ 
grantee.     The  legal  title,  at  the  time  of  the  levy  and  sale  by^ 
the  sheriff,  was  not,  and  never  had  been  in  the  defendant  i»- 
execution.     The  sheriff's  deed,  therefore,  could  not  affect  th© 
legal  title.     All  that  it  could  effect,  and  probably  all  that 
it  was  designed  to  effect,  was  to  lay  the  foundation  for  pro- 
ceeding in  equity. 
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The  whole  controversy  turns  upon  the  validity  of  the 
transfer  of  the  property  from  the  husband  to  the  wife.     The 
case,  as  it  appears  from  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  is,  that 
about  the  year  1856,  Joseph  B.  Crane,  the  husband,  being  a 
xnan  of  limited  means,  embarked  in  the  business  of  buying 
and  selling  coal.     A  considerable  portion  of  his  property  was 
in  real  estate,  and  he  resorted  to  loans  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  on  his  business.    The  wife,  at  the  time  of  her  mar- 
riage, had  no  property  whatever.     She  has  never  since  re- 
ceived any  by  descent,  devise,  or  bequest.     All  the  property 
since  vested  in  her,  has  been  purchased  with  means  which 
V>€longed  to  her  husband.     When  he  commenced  business, 
tlie  whole  real  estate  of  the  husband  was  in  his  own  name. 
Soon  afterwards,  while  his  real  estate  was  subject  to  mort- 
gage and  he  was  carrying  on  business  upon  borrowed  capital, 
the  real  estate  owned  by  the  husband  was  sold,  and  the  land 
in  question  was  purchased  and  the  title  taken  in  the  name 
<^f  his  wife.     The  land  was  purchased  in  the  years  1857  and 
1S58,  at  a  cost  of  $750.     In  the  fall  of  1858  and  in  the  spring 
^f  1859,  a  house  was  erected  upon  the  premises  at  a  cost  of 
^  170O,  making  the  total  cost  of  the  property  $2450.     So  far 
^^  can  be  learned  from  the  answer,  that  exceeded  the  whole 
^^ount  of  property  ever  owned  by  the  husband,  clear  of  debts. 
The  answer  does  not  show  that  he  ever,  while  in  business, 
"^^ag  possessed  of  $2000,  clear  estate.    In  the  summer  of  1858, 
^VK)nt  the  time  he  commenced  building,  he  sustained  a  serious 
-^^^^j  and  in  the  fall  of  1859,  within  six  months  after  his  house 
^"aa  finished,  he  was  unable  to  pay  his  debts,  and,  in  the  lan- 
8^Tiage  of  the  answer,  "  went  to  protest."     Thereupon  the 
*^ii8iness  was  carried  on  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  the  coal 
^ing  purchased  by  a  third  party,  and  the  husband,  as  the 
^gent  of  the  wife,  retailing  the  coal  and  accounting  for  the 
PiX)ceed8  to  the  purchaser,  or  applying  it  in  payment  of  the 
'^otes.    In  the  spring  of  1856,  when  the  husband  commenced 
^^usiness,  he  had  been  married  fifteen  years.     There  was  no 
antenuptial  or  postnuptial  settlement,  or  agreement  for  set- 
tiement  on  the  wife.     The  whole  property  stood  in  the  name 

z* 
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of  the  husband.  In  1857  he  commenced  the  transfer  of  his 
property  to  his  wife,  and  by  the  spring  of  1859,  while  the 
husband  was  still  engaged  in  business  and  extending  his 
operations,  every  vestige  of  property  that  he  owned  was  in 
the  name  of  his  w^ife.  The  transfer  was  not  made  by  a  deed 
of  settlement.  There  was  no  declaration  of  a  purpose  by  the 
husband  to  appropriate  a  specific  portion  of  his  property  for 
the  use  of  the  wife,  but  the  property,  from  time  to  time,  was 
purchased  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  and  a  house  subsequently 
erected  thereon  with  the  means  of  the  husband.  That  pro- 
perty the  husband  continued  to  UvSe  and  enjoy  after  the 
change  of  title  as  fully  as  he  had  done  before.  The  only 
substantial  change  was,  that  it  was  placed  beyond  the  reach 
of  his  creditors.  It  is  very  difiicult,  on  a  simple  view  of  the 
facts  presented  by  the  answer,  to  resist  the  impression  that 
this  whole  arrangement  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  placing 
the  property  of  the  husband  beyond  the  reach  of  the  hus- 
band's creditors.  It  is  true  the  answer  denies  the  fraudulent 
intent  or  motive,  but  intentions  and  motives  are  not  /aW^, 
touching  which  the  answer  is  conclusive.  Cook  v.  Johnwn^ 
1  Be,as.  53. 

The  existence  of  fraud  is  often  a  presumption  of  law^  from 
admitted  or  established  facts,  irrespective  of  motive,  and  too 
strong  to  be  rebutted.  A  voluntary  settlement  on  the  wile 
by  a  husband  while  engaged  in  business  and  involved  in  debt, 
is  fraudulent  as  agjiinst  creditors,  no  matter  how  pure  the 
motive  which  induced  it. 

It  is  urged  that  the  transfer  of  the  property  to  the  wife 
will  be  sustained  in  equity,  beciiuse  it  was  purchased  in  part 
with  the  avails  of  the  wife's  labor.  Both  at  common  law 
and  in  equity,  the  husband  is  entitled  not  only  to  the  per- 
sonal property  which  the  wife  owns  at  the  time  of  her  mar- 
riage, but  to  all  that  she  acquires  by  her  skill  or  labor  during 
coverture.  His  right  to  her  services  and  to  the  avails  of  her 
skill  and  industry,  is  absolute.  The  wife  cjin  acquire  no  sepa- 
rate property  in  her  earnings,  except  by  gift  from  her  hus- 
band.   Even  where  she  Ciirries  on  business  in  her  own  name, 
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the  avails  of  the  business  are  the  property  of  the  husband. 

This  subject  was  considered  and  decided  in  Skillman  v.  SbiU- 

man,  2  Beas,  403,  where  many  of  the  authorities  will  be 

found.    That  decision  has  since  been  affirmed  by  the  Court 

of  Appeals. 

The  answer  contains  no  averment  of  a  settlement  of  the 
husband  on  the  wife  in  consideration  of  her  meritorious  ser- 
vices, or  of  a  gift  to  her  of  the  avails  of  her  labor.    The  de- 
fendants, on  the  contrary,  admit  that  no  part  of  the  money 
invested  in  said  house  and  lots  was  furnished  by  the  wife, 
hut  they  allege  that  it  was  the  proceeds  of  the  joint  labor  of 
the  defendants  in  former  years,  and  from  the  increase  in 
value  of  the  real  estate  purchased  by  the  proceeds  of  such 
joint  labor.     They  further  allege  that  no  account  was  kept 
of  the  earnings  of  the  wife,  nor  were  they  kept  separately, 
but  they  were  united  with  the  earnings  of  the  husband,  and 
the  surplus,  aft^r  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  family,  were 
W  up  and  invested  by  the  husband.     These  facts  prove  in- 
controveriibly  that  the  land  was  purchased  with  the  property 
of  the  husband,  and  the  title  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife. 
There  is  no  allegation  that  the  conveyance  was  designed  as  a 
P^tnuptial  settkment  upon  the  wife,  or  as  a  gift  to  her  for 
her  services.    The  frame  of  the  answer  excludes  such  an  in- 
ference.  The  wife  claims  the  property,  not  as  the  gift  of  her 
husband,  but  as  an  equitable  recompense  lor  meritorious  ser- 
vices. 

But  if  the  answer  had  alleged  a  settlement  by  the  husband 
in  consideration  of  those  services,  it  was  a  pure  gift  or  vol- 
untarj^  settlement,  and  though  good  as  against  the  husband, 
wuld  only  be  sustiiined  against  the  creditors  by  virtue  of  an 
antenuptial  contract.  Clancy  on  Husb.  and  Wife  270,  277. 
In  regard  to  antecedent  creditors,  there  seems  no  room  for 
qu'?stion  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  title.  The  doctrine,  as 
^taleii  by  Chancellor  Kent  and  adopted  by  this  court,  is,  that 
**il'  the  party  is  indebted  at  the  time  of  the  voluntary  settle- 
ment, it  is  presumed  to  be  fraudulent  in  respect  to  such  debts, 
and  no  circumstances  will  permit  those  debts  to  be  aflected 
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by  the  settlement,  or  repel  the  legal  presumption  of  fraa^^- 
Beade  v.  Livingston,  3  Johns.  Ch.  JR.  500 ;  Cook  v.  JoKnf^:^* 
1  BejOLs.  54. 

The  distinction  between  existing  and  subsequent  debts^ 
reference  to  voluntary  conveyances,  is,  that  as  to  the  fonm.  -^ 
fraud  is  an  inference  of  law ;  but  as  to  subsequent  det^ " 
there  is  no  such  necessary  legal  presumption,  and  there  m^^tra 
be  proof  of  fraud  in  fact.  JReade  v.  Livingston,  3  Johns,  f^ ^ 
R.  497,  502;  Cook  v.  Johnson,  1  Beas.  54. 

I  think  the  facts  of  this  case,  as  disclosed  by  the  answ^^^ 
leave  no  reasonable  room  for  doubt  that  the  vesting  of  ^Zr^ 
property  in  the  wife  was  effected  in  contemplation  of  pres^^-" 
and  future  indebtedness,  and  with  the  view  to  hinder,  del^=»rl 
and  defraud  creditors. 

Independent  of  all  other  badges  of  fraud,  the  large  amous-  ^ 
settled  on  the  wife,  considered  in  relation  to  the  husban  ^^ 
means,  is  in  itself  a  very  unusual  and  suspicious  circn  "^no 
stance.  A  settlement  honestly  made  always  has  relation  ^ 
the  husband's  pecuniary  ability.  In  Beard  v.  Beard,  3  A  ^^ 
72,  Lord  Hardwicke  said :  "  A  court  of  equity  will  not  su£^C<^ 
the  wife  to  have  the  whole  of  the  husband's  estate  while  ^* 
is  living,  for  it  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  provision,  which  *' 
all  the  wife  is  entitled  to." 

Courts  have  manifested  a  strong  disposition,  and  ver)'  pr*""^ 
perly,  to  protect  bona  fide  settlements  made  by  a  husband      -^^ 
favor  of  a  wife.    But  it  is  material  to  bear  in  mind  that  he  ^^^ 
is  no  settlement  by  the  husband  for  the  separate  use  of  ih^^ 
wife.    The  absolute  interest  in  and  control  over  the  propert^^^' 
to  the  entire  exclusion  of  the  husband,  is  not  vested  in  tt^  ^ 
wife,  as  it  would  be  in  case  of  a  conveyance  to  trustees  fc^-^ 
her  use.     Independent  of  the  statute  of  1852,  for  the  better -^ 
securing  the  property  of  married  women,  the  husband  woul^ 
have  a  right  to  the  income  of  the  property  during  the  lif^^ 
of  the  wife,  and  on  her  death  he  would  become  tenant  by  th^^ 
curtesy.     And  notwithstanding  the  statute,  the  wile  has  n^^ 
power  to  dispose  of  her  property.     The  statute  confers  or> 
her  merely  the  jiis  tenendi.     She  can  neither  alien  nor  de^ 
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vise  it.     She  holds  it  really  for  the  benefit  of  her  husband 
dviring  his  life,  and  for  his  children  upon  her  death.     He 
cannot  be  ejected  by  the  wife.     In  the  language  of  Mr.  Jus- 
tioe  Vredenburgh,  "he  is  entitled  to  live  in  her  house  and  to 
eat.  at  her  table."     Upon  her  death  he  becomes  the  owner  of 
tlio  property  for  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.     Naylor  v. 
J^ield^  5  Dutcher  287 ;  Johnson  v.  Ciwimin^y  Fehniary  T., 
XS63.     Ho  has,  for  all  practical  purposes,  as  full  enjoyment 
of    the  property  for  his  life,  as  he  would  have  if  the  legal  title 
"^^eje  in  himself,  save  only  that  he  cannot  alien  or  encumber 
it.      The  essential  difference  is,  that  while  the  title  is  in  the 
'W'ife  it  is  beyond  the  reach  of  the  husband's  creditors.    Such 
^   transaction  is  in  itself  calculated  to  awaken  suspicion  and 
claallenge  investigation.     It  affords  an  easy  and  convenient 
cloak  for  fraud,  with  little  inconvenience  to  the  husband, 
'^liile  the  title  remains  in  the  wife,  and  equal  facility  for  re- 
storing the  title  to  the  husband  the  moment  the  claims  of 
creditors  are  compromised.     It  furnishes  no  adequate  pro- 
t.ection  to  the  rights  of  the  wife  against  the  unscrupulous 
^inportunities  of  the  husband.     Such  a  transaction  has,  in 
^y  judgment,  but  little  claim  to  the  favorable  consideration 
^f  a  court  of  equity. 

The  complainant  is  entitled  to  relief.     The  land  having 
t>een  purchased  with  the  money  of  the  husband,  there  is  a 
resulting  trust  in  his  favor.     The  wife  will  be  declared  a 
trustee  for  the  husband,  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors. 
Ihe  precise  form  of  relief  will  be  best  settled  when  the  de- 
fendants, who  hold  encumbrances  created  by  the  wife,  shall 
We  been  heard.    As  at  present  advised,  I  think  the  ])roper 
mode  ot  relief  would  be  to  direct  the  property  to  be  sold, 
*nd  the  proceeds  applied,  after  satisfying  encumbrances,  to 
the  payment  of  the  complainants'  claim. 

No  actual  fraud  is  imputed  to  the  wife.     Her  interest  in 
the  property,  as  against  the  husband's  creditors,  will  be  so- 
ured to  her  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  her  dower,  in  case 
le  title  had  been  vested  in  the  husband,  subject,  however, 
encumbrances  created  voluntarily  by  herself. 
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Jacob  Miller  V8.  Elizabeth  L.  Gregory. 

1.  A  defendant  cannot  pray  anything  in  his  answer  bat  to  be  dismisa 
the  court.  If  he  has  any  relief  to  pray,  or  discovery  to  seek  against  1: 
complainant,  he  must  do  so  by  cross-bill. 

2.  An  answer  to  a  bill  to  foreclose  cannot  draw  in  question  the  faim. 
and  validity  of  a  sale,  the  purchase  money  whereof  the  mortgage  ^m 
given  to  secure,  or  impeach  the  contract  on  which  the  title  of  the  mc= 
gagor  is  founded.  These  matters  can  only  be  drawn  in  question  by  crc= 
bill. 


Ogderif  for  complainant. 
Fleming,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.  The  defence  which  the  defendant  sees 
to  set  up  by  her  answer,  can  only  be  made  available  by  croff 
bill.  A  defendant  cannot  pray  anything  in  his  answer  h: 
to  be  dismissed  the  court.  If  he  has  any  relief  to  pray, 
discovery  to  seek  against  the  complainant,  he  must  do  so  '■ 
cross-bill.    Lubes Eq.  PL  55, 142 ;  3  DanielVa  Ch.  Fr.  17« 

There  are,  it  is  true,  general  allegations  in  the  answer  tt 
nothing  is  due  upon  the  complainant's  mortgage,  and  th 
it  was  obtained  by  false  and  fraudulent  representations.  B« 
the  substance  of  the  defence  is,  that  the  defendant  was  fraudi 
lently  induced  to  become  the  purchaser  of  the  mortgage 
premises  from  the  complainant  at  a  price  beyond  its  ret 
value,  and  to  give  the  mortgage  now  sought  to  be  foreclose 
to  the  complainant,  for  a  portion  of  the  purchase  mone; 
It  draws  in  question  the  fairness  and  validity  of  the  sai 
made  by  the  complainant  to  the  defendant,  and  seeks  to  in 
peach  the  contract  on  which  the  title  is  founded.  Thei 
matters,  if  available  at  all  as  a  defence  to  this  suit,  can  on) 
be  drawn  in  question  by  cross-bill.  The  complainant  is  ei 
titled  to  the  benefit  of  his  answer  to  these  charges  of  fraa< 

But  admitting  the  defence  to  be  available,  it  is  not  sui 
tained  by  the  evidence.    The  material  averments  upon  whic 
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li©  defendant  relies  to  sustain  the  defence,  consist  of  new 
natter,  not  responsive  to  the  bill.  Of  the  truth  of  these 
tverments  the  answer  is  no  proof.  They  must  be  established 
>y  evidence.  Neville  v.  Demeritt,  1  Green's  Ch,  R,  335; 
F\»hr  V.  Porch,  2  Stoekt,  248 ;  Stevma  v.  Post,  1  Beas,  408. 
There  is  a  total  failure  of  proof  to  sustain  the  case  pre- 
sented by  the  answer.  All  that  the  proof  establishes  is,  that 
itie  defendant  paid  too  high  a  price  for  the  land.  There  is 
lo  satisfactory  proof  of  fraud,  or  of  such  abuse  of  confidence 
JtB  ^ill  entitle  the  defendant  to  relief  in  equity  against  the 
oaojtgage. 


Israel  W.  Moores  vs.  Mary  E.  Moores. 

1  -  An  answer  to  a  bill  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  desertion,  which  sets 

'^p  as  a  defence  a  general  and  vague  charge  of  cruelty  on  the  part  of  the 

«Y&Abuid,  without  specifying  any  act  of  cruelty,  or  making  any  statement 

from  which  it  can  be  discovered  in  what  the  cruelty  consisted,  is  radically 

^•fective. 

2.  The  defendant  is  bound  to  stMe  in  his  answer  all  the  circumstances  of 
^bkh  he  intends  to  avail  himself  by  way  of  defence,  and  to  apprise  the 
^mplainant  in  a  clear  and  unambiguous  manner,  of  the  nature  of  the  case 
^«  intends  to  set  up. 

3-  Evidence  must  be  confined  to  the  issue  made  by  the  pleadings,  and  all 
^'^^i^ce  in  inpport  of  totally  distinct  facts  from  those  relied  upon  in  the 
^U  or  answer,  is  irrelevant,  impertinent,  and  inadmissible. 

^  Under  general  allegations  particular  instances  may  be  proved,  but  in 
*^  ctses  the  general  charge  must  be  of  such  precise  and  definite  character, 
**  ^  Uprise  the  adverse  party  of  the  nature  of  the  evidence  to  be  intro- 
^tced. 

^  A  eonrt  of  equity  will  not  deprive  a  defendant  of  his  defence  upon  a 
^  technicality  of  pleading,  when  its  admission  affects  prejudicially  no 
"S^  of  the  complainant. 

^>  Ike  oondnct  which  will  justify  the  wife  in  abandoning  her  husband, 
''^Unich  as  would  constitute  a  ground  for  divorce  or  alimony. 

7-  The  mere  eeparation  of  husband  and  wife  does  not  constitute  desertion 
vitkin  the  meaoing  of  the  statute.  To  constitute  desertion,  the  wife  must 
*^t  kanelf  from  her  husband  of  her  own  accord,  without  his  consent 
i^miaithiawilL 
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8.  A  bill  will  not  lie  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  desertion,  where  I 
parties  are  living  apart  under  articles  of  separation  or  by  mutual  agr 
ment,  and  where  the  party  seeking  it  has  not  expressed  a  desire  to  terr 
nate  the  agreement. 

9.  A  voluntary  agreement  between  husband  and  wife  to  live  separai 
constitutes  no  bar  to  an  action,  by  either  of  the  parties,  for  a  restitution 
marital  rights.  Nor  does  it  operate  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as  a  relei 
either  of  the  parties  from  their  matrimonial  obligations. 


H,  S.  Green,  for  complainant. 
Shafer,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.  The  complainant  asks  a  divorce  fr( 
his  wife  on  the  ground  of  desertion.  The  parties  were  mf=»-  x 
ried  on  the  second  of  January,  1856.  On  the  thirteenth  o 
December,  1856,  the  defendant  left  her  home  without  ut^* 
knowledge  or  consent  of  her  husband,  refused  to  return,  a  :m,i<i 
has  since  lived  separate  and  apart  from  him.  These  fa<ii:^ta 
are  not  disputed. 

The  first  ground  of  defence  presented  by  the  answer,,  i^ 
that  the  defendant  was  compelled  to  leave  her  husband  '*  L^3^' 
cause  of  his  cruel  conduct  towards  her;"  that  "his  condi"^^'^ 
was  so  cruel  that  she  could  not  live  with  him."  There  is  -*^° 
specification  of  any  act  of  cruelty,  nor  any  statement  frc^"^ 
which  it  can  even  be  discovered  in  what  the  cruelty  consisU:"^"^ 
The  answer  upon  this  ground  was  open  to  exception  for  i  ^^" 
suflSciency.  But  the  defendant  having  taken  issue  upon  t^^® 
answer,  it  becomes  a  material  question  whether  the  cruel^^' 
of  the  complainant  is  properly  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadin^T^ 
and  consequently,  whether  the  whole  evidence  upon  th  ^ 
point  should  not  be  overruled  as  impertinent. 

It  is  a  familiar  principle  that  evidence  must  be  confined  t:^^ 
the  issue  made  by  the  pleadings.  All  evidence,  therefore,  i  ^ 
support  of  totally  distinct  facts  from  those  relied  upon  in  tlfc —  ^ 
bill  or  answer,  is  irrelevant,  impertinent,  and  inailmissibl^^' 
Whaley  v.  Nortoji,  1  Vern.  484 ;  ClarL'e  v.  Turton,  11  VestTZlJ^ 
240;  Sjnith  v.  Clarke,  12  Vese;/  477;  BlcxJce  v.  MameU,  ^ 
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.»aa  4-  5.  47 ;  Stanley  v.  Robinson,  1  Rusa.  (^  if.  527 ; 
JcLTJMs  V.  McKemon,  6  Johns.  R.  543 ;  Chandler  v.  Herrick, 
3   -Stodfci.  497;  OrtsUy's  Eq.  Ev.,  (ed,  1837)  159,  161. 

Sut  the  defendant  does  not  attempt  to  introdace  a  totally 
distinct  defence  from  that  relied  upon  in  her  answer.  The 
li  vtaband's  cruelty  is  alleged  in  the  answer  as  a  ground  of  de- 
feiifcce.  The  real  question  is,  whether,  under  that  vague  and 
general  allegation,  the  defendant  shall  be  permitted  to  give 
evidence  of  the  facts  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  charge, 
tr rider  general  allegations,  particular  instances  may  be 
proved.  Thus,  under  a  charge  of  insanity,  drunkenness,  or 
le-^w^dness,  particular  acts  may  be  shown.  Ghreshys  Eq,  Ev., 
161. 

Xn  these  cases,  the  general  charge  is  of  a  precise  and  definite 
^Hj^racter,  which  apprises  the  adverse  party  of  the  nature  of 
^e  evidence  to  be  introduced.  But  under  a  general  allega- 
^ou  that  the  complainant  "  had  withdrawn  herself  from  her 
'^Uaband,  lived  separately  from  him,  and  very  much  misbe- 
*^ved  herself,"  or  that  "  she  did  not  behave  with  that  duty 
*^d  affection  that  became  a  virtuous  woman,  much  less  this 
^^fendant's  wife,"  adultery  is  not  put  in  issue,  and  evidence 
^'  particular  acts  cannot  be  given.  Sidney  v.  Sidney,  3  P. 
^.  269;  Doneraile  v.  DoneraUe,  BuUers  K  P.  296. 

The  general  charge  of  cruelty  is  of  the  most  vague  and 

^definite  character.     It  may  consist  of  acts  of  omission  or 

^  commission ;  of  acts  in  themselves  lawful  or  unlawful.    Its 

deration  upon  the  party  aggrieved,  may  either  be  corporeal 

'  merely  mental.     Adultery  by  the  husband  is  the  grossest 

"Uelty  that  can  be  inflicted  upon  a  wife ;  and  yet  it  will  not 

■  pretended  that  evidence  of  acts  of  adultery  could  be  given 

evidence  under  a  general  charge  of  cruelty.     Nor  does 

e  objection  consist  in   the  mere  fact  that  adultery  is  in 

^If  a  distinct  offence.     It  consists  also  in  this  further  fact, 

Uthe  charge  does  not  apprise  the  adversary  of  the  nature 

the  evidence  designed  to  be  offered.     It  is  not  evidence  in 

*port  of  the  charge  of  cruelty.    The  charge  of  cruelty  made 

inatthe  husband,  is  highly  j)enal  in  its  character,  involving 

'OL  L  2  a 
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a  forfeiture  of  his  marital  rights.  The  offence  for  wl 
might  have  incurred  such  a  penalty,  ought  (in  the  lang 
Lord  Chancellor  Talbot)  to  be  plainly  laid  to  his  charj 
cified,  and  put  in  issue.     Sidney  v.  Sidnei/y  3  P.  Wrr 

Now  the  acts  complained  of  were  not  in  themselves 
ful.  They  savored  in  no  wise  of  cruelty.  The  cruel 
exist,  consists  in  facts  and  circumstances  entirely  inc 
ent  of  and  collateral  to  the  acts  of  the  husband,  wb 
not  stated  or  suggested  in  the  answer.  How,  then,  \ 
complainant  to  know  or  suspect  that  these  acts  wer 
oflered  in  evidence  under  the  general  charge  of  cruelt- 
a  pleading,  the  answer  is  radically  defective.  The  def 
besides  answering  the  complainant's  case,  is  bound  t 
in  his  answer  all  the  circumstfinces  of  which  he  int 
avail  himself  by  way  of  defence.  He  is  bound  to  app 
complainant  of  the  nature  of  the  case  he  intends  to 
and  that  too  in  a  clear  and  unambiguous  manner.  2  Z 
Ch.  Frae.  814. 

"The  good  sense  of  pleading,  and  the  language 
books,  (says  Chancellor  Kent)  both  require,  that  ev( 
terial  allegation  of  this  kind  should  be  put  in  issue 
pleadings,  so  that  the  parties  may  be  duly  apprisec 
essential  inquiry,  and  may  be  enabled  to  collect  tet 
and  frame  interrogatories  in  order  to  meet  the  qi 
Without  the  observance  of  this  rule,  the  use  of  p 
becomes  lost,  and  parties  may  be  taken  at  the  hea 
surprise."     James  v.  McKenicrij  6  Johns.  R.  564. 

As  a  matter  of  principle,  I  deem  the  evidence  up 
part  of  the  defendant's  case  not  admissible  under  tht 
ings,  and  if  its  admission  aflected  prejudicially  any  i 
the  complainant,  it  should  be  rejected  ?is  irrelevant. 

But  it  is  not  suggested  that  the  introduction  of  the  e 
in  this  case,  operated  in  any  wise  as  a  surprise  upon  tl 
plainant.  It  wjis  not  objected  to  before  the  mastei 
complainant  had  a  full  opportunity  of  meeting  it. 
dcnce  on  his  part  was  withheld  on  the  ground  that  t 
proved  were  not  within  the  issue.     Under  these  circuna 
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I  am  unwilling  to  deprive  the  defendant  of  her  defence  upon 
a  mere  technicality.  This  would  not  be  in  accordance  with 
the  practice  of  the  court.  Chandler  v.  Herrick,  3  StockL  499. 
As  the  evidence  is  fully  before  the  court,  it  is  for  the  interest 
of  both  parties  that  an  opinion  should  now  be  expressed  upon 
its  merits. 

The  alleged  cruelty  is  thus  stated  by  the  defendant  herself. 
**  I  left  my  husband  on  account  of  his  cruel  treatment  in  bed. 
His  intercourse  with  me  was  so  often  and  so  persisting  that 
I  could  not  stand  it.     That  was  the  sole  cause  of  my  ever 
leaving  him.     The  treatment  I  speak  of  affected  my  health, 
^ly  husband's  general  treatment  of  me  was  kind  and  atten- 
^^ve.    I  had  no  cause  of  complaint  as  to  his  general  treatment 
^^  me."    This  is  the  substance  of  the  defence.     There  is  rea- 
•*^on  to  apprehend  from  the  evidence  that  the  sickness,  of  which 
^*ie  defendant  complained,  resulted  mainly  from  her  preg- 
^^ancy,  and  that  her  desertion  of  her  husband  arose  from  her 
^^tiwillingness  to  endure  the  pains  of  child  bearing.     The 
^^Usband  testifies  that  a  short  time  before  she  finally  left  him, 
*^  lie  said  that  she  would  not  live  with  any  man  and  bring  up  a 
^^mily  of  children.  This,  in  itself,  constituted  no  justification 
^f  her  deserting  her  husband.    Leavitt  v.  Lcavitt^  Wrvjhi  719. 
It  is  not  questioned  that  a  gross  abuse  of  marital  rights, 
^^^euliiiig  in  injury  or  suffering  to  the  wife,  may  constitute 
'  cruelty  "  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  and  justify  the  wife  in  sepa- 
^J^ting  herself  from  her  husband.    But  no  such  case  is  estab- 
^inlied  by  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.     There 
^^  no  pretence  of  any  peculiar  debility  or  physical  infirmity 
^^  the  part  of  the  wife ;  no  allegation  of  any  violence  or  com- 
P^kion  on  the  part  of  the  husband.     Her  own  evidence  shows 
^Wshe  continued  to  cohabit  with  her  husband  prior  to  the 
"irth  of  her  child,  and  that  a  few  weeks  subsequently  she 
voluntarily  returned  to  his  bed.     The  physician  in  attend- 
ance upon  her  during  her  confinement  hiis  not  been  examined. 
The  ease,  in  all  its  essential  features,  falls  iar  short  of  the  case 
^e  by  the  petitioner  in  iShaw  v.  iShaw,  17  Corm,  189, 
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which  was  held  by  the  court  insufficient  to  warrant  a  di- 
vorce on  the  ground  of  cruelty. 

The  conduct  which  will  justify  the  wife  in  abandoning  her 
husband,  must  be  such  as  would  constitute  a  ground  for 
divorce  or  alimony.  Butler  v.  Butler ,  1  Parsons  Set.  Cos.  329 ; 
Logan  v.  Logan,  2  B.  Monroe  142 ;  Bishop  on  M.  if  Div.^ 
§626. 

I  find  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  establish  the  charge  of 
cruelty,  or  to  justify  the  desertion  of  the  complainant  by  his 
wife.  No  opinion  is  designed  to  be  intimated  in  favor  of  the 
competency  of  the  wife  as  a  witness.  That  objection  was  not 
raised  nor  considered. 

The  second  ground  of  defence  is,  that  the  wife  has  lived 
apart  from  her  husband  with  his  consent. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  wife  left  her  husband  without 
his  knowledge  or  consent,  on  the  thirteenth  of  December, 
1856.  On  the  second  of  February,  1857,  within  two  months 
after  the  desertion,  written  articles  of  separation  were  en- 
tered into  by  the  parties,  in  which,  after  reciting  that 
unhappy  differences  subsist  between  them,  **  for  which  they 
are  agreed  to  live  separate,"  the  complainant,  among  other 
things,  covenants  "  that  he  will  permit  his  said  wife,  from 
henceforth  during  her  life,  to  live  separate  from  him,  and 
stay  and  reside  at  such  place  or  places  as  she  pleases."  After 
the  execution  of  the  agreement,  there  is  no  pretence  that  the 
husband  has  ever  expn^ssed  his  dissent  from  the  agreement, 
or  his  desire  to  terminate  it ;  or  has  ever,  directly  or  indi-  - 
rectly,  requested  his  wife  to  return  to  his  house,  or  inti — 
mated  his  willingness  that  she  should  do  so. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  mere  separation  of  husband  an<^E 
wife  does  not  constitute  desertion  within  the  meaning  of  th^= 
statute.  To  constitute  desertion,  the  wife  must  absent  her- 
self from  her  husband  of  her  own  accord,  without  his  con8ent=^ 
and  against  his  will.  Drake  v.  Drake,  SalsL  Dig.  38^5p 
'* Divorce"  §  1 ;  Jennings  v.  Jennings,  2  Beas.  38 ;  Cbok ^^^ 
Cook,  Ibid.  263;  Bishop  on  M.  ^  Div.,  §  511. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  act  of  the  wife  in  leaving  he^^ 
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husband  without  justifiable  cause,  and  without  his  consent, 
was  a  wilful  act  of  desertion.  That  she  has  never  since  re- 
turned, or  expressed  a  willingness  to  do  so,  but  on  the  con- 
trary declares  that  it  was  then,  and  ever  since  has  been,  her 
fixed  determination  not  to  live  with  the  complainant  as  his 
wife.  Hence,  it  is  argued  that  the  desertion  was  wilful,  con- 
tinued, and  obstinate.  The  argument,  however  plausible,  is 
not  sound. 

The  complainant  is  before  the  court,  seeking  redress  for  a 
wrong  done  by  the  defendant  in  refusing  to  discharge  her 
matrimonial  obligations.  But  what  right  has  he  to  complain 
of  any  act,  as  a  violation  of  his  rights,  which  was  done  with 
his  assent.  The  general  maxim  of  the  law  is  volenti  nonfit 
injuria.  If  the  complainant  has  sustained  no  injury,  he  has 
no  ground  for  redress.  Admitting  that  the  agreement  for 
separation  by  the  husband  and  wile  was  not  binding,  that 
the  conduct  of  the  wife  in  absenting  herself  from  her  husband 
^"^  unjustitiable  and  even  criminal,  it  will  not  at  all  aid  the 
complainant's  case.  Adultery  is  not  less  a  crime  if  committed 
vith  the  husband's  consent;  but  no  principle  is  better  settled, 
or  founded  upon  clearer  reason,  than  that  no  divorce  in  such 
case  will  be  granted  at  the  instance  of  the  husband.  Nor  is 
the  case  at  all  altered  by  the  declared  unwillingness  of  the 
^ife  to  return  to  her  husband.  The  right  of  the  husband  to 
redroHs  must  depend,  not  upon  the  intent,  but  upon  the  overt 
act  of  the  wife.  The  simple  inquiry  is,  has  the  wife,  for  the 
space  of  three  years,  absented  herself  from  her  husband  with- 
out his  consent  and  against  his  will  ?  If  she  has  not,  her 
J^rtion  is  not,  within  the  contemplation  of  the  law,  wilful 
ftnd  obstinate. 

In  Butler  v.  Butler,  1  Parsons  Sei  Cas,  335,  where  tjhis 
question  was  under  consideration,  the  court  said :  "  Although 
^0  court  determining  on  the  marriage  relation,  recognizes 
**^ch  consent  separations  as  arrangoments  strictly  legal;  yet, 
^hen  it  is  clearly  shown  that  the  WMthdrawal  of  a  wife  or 
hii'jband  from  mutual  cohal)itaiion,  has  been  the  r.*sult  of 
*'<cA  an  understanding  or  agreement;  or  where  the  witli- 
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drawal  of  ODe  has  received  the  subseqaeot  approbation  of  the 
other,  the  continuity  of  absence,  under  such  circumstances,  is 
not  a  wilful  and  malicious  desertion.  The  malice  of  the  de- 
sen  ion  arises  from  its  being  the  perverse  act  of  the  one,  in 
refusing  the  performance  of  the  matrimonial  obligations  and 
duties,  which  the  other  has  the  legal  right  to  require.  Bat 
when  such  separation  has  been  the  result  of  mutual  arrange- 
ments, and  these  clearly  established  in  proof,  then  each  is 
in  equal  fault  in  this  particular,  and  neither  can  claim  a  legal 
right  against  the  other,  in  consequence  of  an  act  in  which  he 
or  she  has  been  an  equal  participant.  Such  assent  or  acqui- 
escence, however,  are  revocable  acts ;  and  if  either  party  per- 
H\Hts  in  a  state  of  separation  after  such  revocation,  he  or  she 
thenceforth  occupies  the  position  of  a  party  quitting  cohabita- 
tion on  his  or  her  own  motion." 

It  is  further  urged  that  a  voluntary  agreement  by  husband 
and  wife  to  live  separate  is  not  regarded  by  the  courts  as 
binding,  and  hence  it  is  insisted  that  the  agreement  of  the  hus- 
band can  constitute  no  defence  for  the  desertion  of  the  wife. 
It  is  true  that  courts  do  not  favor  agreements  by  husband  and 
wife  to  live  apart.  They  are  regarded  as  against  the  policy  of 
the  law,  and  although  not  treated  for  all  purposes  as  abso- 
lutely void,  they  constitute  no  bar  to  an  action  by  either  of  the 
parties  for  a  restitution  of  marital  rights.  Nor  does  it  oper- 
ate, in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as  a  release  of  either  of  the  parties 
from  their  matrimonial  obligations.  It  will  not,  therefore, 
be  permitted  to  stand  in  the  way  of  the  restitution  of  such 
rights  and  the  enforcement  of  such  obligations.  But  the 
principle  is  invoked  by  the  complainant,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  sustaining  the  policy  of  the  law  and  enforcing  the  perform- 
ance by  the  wife  of  her  conjugal  duties,  but  for  the  purpose 
of  destroying  the  marriage  relation,  in  direct  contravention 
of  the  policy  of  the  law.  It  would  be  a  gross  perversion  of 
the  principle  to  abrogate  the  contract  under  color  of  main- 
taining the  rights  of  the  husband,  and  thus  inflict  upon  the 
wife  the  severest  penalty  for  an  act  done  with  the  husbands 
tttfsont. 

The  a>mplaiuant  s  bill  must  be  dismissed. 
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Brenton  B.  Grinnell  vs.  The  Merchants  Insurance 
Company. 

1.  A  creditor  of  an  insolvent  corporation,  who  shows  a  reasonable  excuse 
for  not  presenting  his  claim  within  the  time  limited  by  the  order  of  the 
^rt  in  proceedings  under  "  the  act  to  prevent  frauds  by  incorporated 
Mmptaiei,"  Nix.  Dig.  371,  will  be  admitted  at  any  time  before  actual  dis- 
tribotioD,  or  even  after  partial  payments,  if  there  be  a  surplus  in  the 
^di  of  the  receivers,  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  payments  already  made. 

2.  A  creditor  does  not,  by  such  presentment,  obtain  a  vested  right  to  a 
c^n  dividend  to  the  exclusion  of  others. 

3-  The  fact  that  the  petitioner  was  an  officer  of  the  corporation,  and  that 
tbe  proceedings  to  establish  its  insolvency  were  instituted  in  his  name,  can- 
Dot  prejudice  his  right  to  be  let  in  to  prove  his  claim  before  the  receivers. 

i  Ten  days  allowed  to  present  claim. 


Thig  was  an  application  by  a  creditor  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration, to  be  let  in  to  prove  his  claim  before  the  receivers. 

l^.  B,  Williams,  for  the  petitioner. 

^'  W.  Scudder,  for  the  receivers,  contra. 

The  Chancellor.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  act  to 
prevent  frauds  by  incorporated  companies,  Nix,  Dig.  371,  tho 
ttefendants  were  declared  insolvent,  an  injunction  issued,  and 
'Rivera  were  appointed.  The  time  limited  for  the  credit- 
^  to  present  their  claims  having  expired,  the  petitioner 
^owasks  to  be  let  in  to  prove  his  claim  before  the  receivers. 

The  bias  of  the  court,  on  appliciition  to  be  let  in  to  prove, 
'^in  fevor  of  the  creditor.  The  design  of  the  statute  is  to 
^re  an  equal  distribution  of  the  assets  of  the  corporation 
*"K)ng  all  its  creditors.  In  practice,  an  order  is  made  limit- 
^''ga  time  within  which  claims  shall  be  presented  and  proved, 
'"  order  to  facilitate  the  proceedings,  and  to  promote  despatch 
'^  the  settlement  of  the  estate.  But  no  creditor  thereby 
^ina  a  vested  right  to  a  certain  dividend  to  the  exclusion 
^  others. 
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If  a  reasonable  excuse  for  delaying  to  make  an  ear" 
claim  is  shown,  the  creditor  will  be  admitted  at  any  ti 
before  actual  distribution,  or  even  after  partial  payments 
there  be  a  surplus  in  the  hands  of  the  receivers,  so  as  no1 
interfere  with  payments  already  made.  Lashley  v.  Hogg^ 
Vesey  602;  Gillespie  v.  Alexander,  3  Rusa.  130;  WUdei 
Keeler,  3  Paige  164;  Pratt  v.  Eathhun,  7  Paige  271 
Smith's  Chan.  Prac,  267. 

The  petitioner  has  satisfactorily  accounted  for  not  preae 
ing  his  claim  within  the  time  limited  by  the  order  of  ( 
court.  The  claim  originated  in  the  petitioner's  becomij 
bail  in  error  for  the  corporation,  and  in  his  being  compel! 
to  pay  the  judgment  recovered  against  them.  He  held 
bond  and  mortgage  as  security  for  the  amount  thus  advance 
upon  which  a  foreclosure  suit  was  instituted,  and  the  exifi 
ence  or  extent  of  the  deficiency  of  the  amount  realized  upc 
the  mortgage  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  petitioner,  was  w 
ascertained  when  the  time  limited  for  presenting  claims  e: 
pired.  He  was  induced,  moreover,  by  the  declarations  of  tl 
receivers,  to  believe  that  the  formal  presentment  and  proof 
his  claim  was  unnecessary. 

The  fact  that  the  petitioner  was  an  oflScer  of  the  corpor 
tion,  and  that  the  proceedings  to  osUiblish  its  insolvency  we) 
instituted  in  his  name,  cannot  prejudice  his  claim  to  ther 
lief  prayed  for.  It  is  not  suggested  that  any  delay  or  pr 
judice  to  the  rights  of  the  creditors  has  resulted  from  thoj 
circumstances.  The  evidence  does  not  warrant  the  allep 
tion  of  the  answer  that  the  j)etitioner  either  agreed,  or  b< 
came  liable  in  equity,  to  accept  the  bond  and  mortgage  J 
his  hands,  in  satisfaction  of  the  amount  advanced  by  him  * 
bail  for  the  corporation.  He  was  under  no  obligation  tor< 
ceivc  less  than  the  full  amount  advanced.  There  is  notliin 
in  any  of  the  objections  raised  by  the  answer  of  the  receiver 
sufHcient  to  bar  the  petitioner  of  his  right  to  present  b 
claim  and  to  share  in  the  distribution  of  the  assets.  Tb 
petitioner  will  be  allowed  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the  onlt 
to  present  his  claim  to  the  receivers. 
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John  B.  Nicholson  vs.  William  R.  Janeway  and  others. 

1.  An  andae  concealment  of  a  fact  to  the  prejudice  of  another,  which 
one  party  ia  bound  in  coniKsience  and  doty  to  disclose  to  the  other,  and  in 
respect  to  which  he  cannot  innocently  be  silent,  constitutes  a  fraud  against 
^rbich  equity  will  relieve. 

2.  In  all  transactions  between  partners,  and  all  parties  occupying  towards 
e»ch  other  a  fiduciary  character,  the  law  requires  the  utmost  degree  of 
good  faith. 

3.  If  a  partner  who  superintends  the  business  and  accounts  of  the  con- 
cern, by  concealment  of  the  true  state  of  the  accounte  and  business,  pur- 
cbsMs  the  share  of  another  partner  for  an  inadequate  price,  the  purchase 
will  be  held  void,  and  the  purchaser  compelled  to  account  for  the  real 
▼elne. 

4.  Nor  does  it  affect  the  case  that  the  alleged  concealment  is  charged  to 
have  been  practiced  by  one  partner  only,  and  that  the  others  were  igno- 
rant of  the  fact  concealed.  The  principle  applies,  whether  the  fraud  was 
Perpetrated  by  the  party  directly  interested,  or  by  an  agent.  The  principal 
^7  weking  to  retain  any  benefit  resulting  from  the  transaction,  becomes 
P^rfie^  criminU,  however  innocent  of  the  fraud  in  its  inception. 

S>  Equity  will  relieve  against  a  contract  made  under  a  mistake,  or  igno- 
'^nce  of  a  material  fact ;  not  only  where  there  has  been  a  concealment  of 
^  by  one  party,  but  also  in  cases  of  mutual  mistake  or  ignorance  of 
&eti. 

6.  To  constitote  a  fraud  or  mistake  for  which  equity  will  relieve  against 
*  strict,  it  is  essential  that  the  fact  misrepresented  or  concealed  be  ma- 
^^fvL  It  moat  either  affect  the  substance  of  the  contract,  or  the  value  of  the 
^g  bargained  for ;  or  be  such  as  induces  the  party  aggrieved  to  pay  more, 
^  accept  less,  for  the  thing  bargained  for,  than  its  real  value. 

7*  Equity  will  not  grant  relief  against  a  contract  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
^%  when  the  mistaken  fact  did  not  operate  as  an  inducement  to  enter 
ato  the  contract. 


S,  V.  Speer,  for  complainant. 

Schenek,  for  defendants,  cited  Farrar  v.  Alston,  1  Dev.  L. 
A  69;  Saunders  v.  Hatterman,  2  Ired.  L.  i2.  32 ;  2  Een£s 
ft».487. 

The  Chancellor.  In  the  year  1861,  the  complainant 
*Qd  the  defendants  were  co-partners  in  the  business  of  roanu- 
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facturing  and  selling  paper  hangings.  By  the  terms  oi 
contract,  the  partnership  was  to  continue  until  the  fii 
July,  1864.  By  an  agreement  entered  into  on  the  se 
teenth  of  December,  1861,  between  the  defendants  o 
one  part,  and  the  complainant  of  the  other,  the  co-par 
ship  subsisting  between  them  was  dissolved,  and  the  de 
ants  having  associated  themselves  as  partners  in  a  new 
agreed  to  purchase  the  interest  of  the  complainant  i: 
assets  and  business  of  the  old  firm,  upon  certain  condi 
specified  in  the  agreement.  The  agreement  was  intend 
operate,  and  virtually  did  operate  as  a  withdrawal  o 
complainant  from  the  firm,  and  a  transfer  of  his  intere 
the  partnership  concerns  to  his  co-partners,  the  defend 
In  pursuance  of  the  articles  of  dissolution,  the  compla 
retired  from  the  firm  on  the  thirty-first  of  December,  '. 
but  continued  in  the  employ  of  the  defendants  at  a  sti 
ted  salary,  until  the  the  twenty -first  of  April  following, 
he  was  discharged  from  their  service.  On  the  sixth  o: 
tober,  1802,  the  complainant  filed  his  bill  in  this  cause, ; 
ing  that  the  articles  of  dissolution  may  be  declared  nul 
void,  and  that  the  complainant  may  be  restored  to  his  i 
bership  in  the  firm,  from  the  date  of  the  articles  of  dis 
tion,  and  to  all  his  rights  as  a  partner. 

Previous  to  the  year  1801,  the  alfairs  of  the  concern 
been  prosperous,  but  upon  the  breaking  out  of  the  rebe 
and  the  consequent  depression  and  embarrassment  o 
market,  its  business  was  greatly  diminished,  and  the 
was  threatened  with  heavy  lossc\s.  From  July  until  De 
ber,  its  manufactory  was  closed.  In  this  state  of  thinjj 
complainant  expressed  a  desire  to  withdraw  from  the  fir 
which  his  co-partners  assented,  and  a  dissolution  of  the 
nership  was  agreed  upon  and  executed.  One  of  the  i 
of  dissolution  was,  that  the  books  and  accounts  of  th^ 
should  be  balanced  and  the  amount  ascertained,  to  >^ 
under  the  articles  of  co-partnership,  the  complainant 
entitled,  excluding  therefrom  all  doubtful  claims.  Tht 
the  amount  thus  ascertained,  the  defendants  should  give 
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)tes  at  six,  twelve,  and  eighteen  months.     That  the  sus- 
*nded  or  doubtful  debts  should  be  collected  by  the  defend- 
it«,  and  the  complainant's  share  of  the  net  proceeds  paid 
►  him  from  time  to  time,  as  it  should  be  collected.    It  turned 
at  upon  a  settlement  of  the  accounts,  that  instead  of  their 
eing  a  cash  balance  due  the  complainant  at  the  date  of  the 
issolution,  the  cash  balance  was  against  him  to  the  amount 
f  $1800.     The  suspended  debt,  contrary  to  the  expectation. 
f  all  the  partners  when  they  entered  upon  the  negotiation. 
o    dissolve,  amounted  to  $20,917.20.     The   complainant's, 
ortlon  of  this  debt  was  $4183.44,  which  exceed«;d  his  en- 
tire interest  in  the  concern.     The  true  state  of  the  account 
was  ascertained  during  the  progress  of  the  negotiation  for. 
dissolution  by  one  of  the  partners,  who  was  the  principal 
financial  manager,  and  who  had  charge  of  the  books  of  the 
finn.    He  became  satisfied,  from  an  examination  of  the  books,, 
that  there  would  be  but  little  or  nothing  coming  to  the  com-- 
plainant  ufKDn  the  dissolution  of  the  firm.     This  fact  was  not 
disclosed  to  the  complainant,  but  he  was  suffered  to  execute 
the  contract  under  the  erroneous  expectation  and  belief  that 
^pon  his  leaving  the  firm  there  would  be  found  a  cash  bal- 
ance in  his  favor. 

This  constitutes  the  entire  equity  of  the  complainant's  bill. 
Admitting  the  charge  to  be  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence, 
does  it  furnish  any  ground  for  relief  in  equity? 

h  is  no  objection  to  relief  that  there  was  no  actual  or  in- 
^otional  misrepresentation  of  a  material  fact.  None  is 
^rgej.  Whether  a  fraud  is  effected  by  silence  or  by  i)Osi- 
^'^e  misrepresentation,  is  immaterial.  An  undue  conceal- 
^^^t  of  a  material  fact  to  the  prejudice  of  another,  which 
<^De  party  is  lx)und  in  conscience  and  duty  to  disclose  to  the 
other,  and  in  respect  to  which  he  cannot  innocently  be  silent, 
^Dstitutes  a  fraud,  against  which  equity  will  relieve.  1 
^'9  Eq.  Jur.,  ^  20i, 

^Q  regard  to  partneis,  and  all  parties  occupying  towards 
Mother  a  fiduciary  character,  the  law  to  prevent  undue  ad- 
*^^ge  from  the  confidence  which  the  relation  naturally  ere- 
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I  atee,  requires  the  utmost  degree  of  good  faith  {vherrirna fides) 
{ in  all  transactions  between  the  parties.  1  SUm/s  Eq.  Jur.^ 
\  §  218. 

And  hence  if  a  partner  who  superintends  the  business  and 
accounts  of  the  concern,  by  concealment  of  the  true  state  of 
the  accounts  and  business,  purchases  the  share  of  another 
partner  for  an  inadequate  price,  by  means  of  such  conceal- 
ment, the  purchase  will  be  held  void,  and  the  purchaser  com- 
pelled to  account  for  the  real  value.  Maddeford  v.  AtMt- 
wide,  1  Sim.  i2.  89 ;  1  Story's  Eq,  Jut.,  §  220. 

And  the  case  is  in  no  wise  affected  by  the  faot  that  the 
alleged  concealment  is  charged  to  have  been  practiced  by  one 
of  the  defendants  only,  and  that  the  others  may  be  assumed 
to  have  been  entirely  ignorant  of  the  fact  in  regard  to  which 
the  concealment  was  practiced.  The  negotiation,  it  is  ad- 
mitted, was  conducted  by  one  of  the  defendants,  as  well  on 
his  own  behalf,  as  the  agent,  and  on  behalf  of  his  associates. 
The  principle  applies,  whether  the  fraud  was  perpetrated  by 
the  party  directly  interested  or  by  an  agent.  The  principal, 
by  seeking  to  retain  any  benefit  resulting  from  the  transac- 
tion, becomes  particeps  criminisy  however  innocent  of  the 
fraud  in  its  inception.     1  Story's  Eq,  Jur,,  §  193,  a. 

Nor  would  the  case  have  been  materially  altered  if  all  the 
defendants  had  been  equally  ignorant  of  the  fact.  A  con- 
tract made  under  a  mistake  or  ignorance  of  a  material  fact, 
is  relievable  in  equity.  The  rule  applies,  not  only  where 
there  has  been  a  concealment  of  facts  by  one  party  which 
would  amount  to  fraud,  but  also  to  cases  of  mutual  mis- 
•  take  or  ignorance  of  facts.     1  Story's  Eq,  Jur.,  §  140. 

But  to  constitute  a  fraud  or  mistake,  for  which  equity  will 
relieve  against  a  contract,  it  is  essential  that  the  misrepre- 
sentation or  concealment  should  be  practiced,  or  the  mistake 
made,  in  regard  to  a  fact  material  to  the  contract;  that  is,  it 
must  be  essential  to  its  character,  and  an  efficient  cause  of 
its  concoction.     1  Story's  Eq.  Jur..  §  141,  §  192,  §  195. 

Upon  this  point  all  the  authorities  concur.  The  fact  mis- 
represented or  concealed,  must  either  affect  the  substance  of 
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the  contract,  or  the  value  of  the  thing  bargained  for ;  or,  if  it 
be  an  extraneous  fact,  it  must  be  such  as  induces  the  party 
agurieved  to  pay  more  or  to  accept  less  for  the  thing  bar- 
gained for,  than  its  real  value. 

Now  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  complainant  was  induced, 
by  the  mistake  under  which  he  labored,  to  accept  less  for  his 
interest  in  the  concern  than  it«  real  vahie.  The  prospects 
of  the  concern  were  not  in  reality  better,  nor  were  the  value 
of  the  assets  greater  than  he  believed  them  to  be  when  he 
absented  to  the  dissolution.  He  contracted  to  receive  for 
his  interest  in  the  concern  precisely  its  value  at  the  time  of 
the  dissolution,  viz.  his  share  of  the  assets  realized  in  ca.sh, 
or  its  equivalent,  and  his  share  of  the  suspended  debt  as  fast 
a*  it  should  be  collected.  The  only  mistake  was,  that  the 
suspended  debt  of  the  concern  was  larger  than  he  antici- 
pated, and  he  consequently  received  no  portion  of  his  inter- 
est in  cash.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  will  eventually 
receive  a  dollar  less  than  was  anticipated.  He  may  receive 
inore,  though  the  time  of  payment  bo  postponed  beyond  his 
C'Xpiictixtions.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  mistake  is  not  of 
such  a  character  as  entitles  the  party  to  relief  in  equity. 

But  what  relief  can  the  complainant  have?  ,  He  does  not 
^"^k  that  he  shall  be  paid  the  full  value  of  his  interest  in  the 
concern.  That  is  secured  to  him  by  the  contract.  But  he 
as»vsthat  the  contract  for  the  dissolution  shall  be  rescinded, 
aud  that  he  shall  be  restored  to  all  his  rights  as  a  partner, 
from  ihe  time  of  the  dissolution  in  18G1.  How  shall  that 
be  done  injustice  to  the  other  partners?  The  complainant 
contributed  but  little  to  the  financial  capital  of  th('  partncjr- 
ship.  He  was  taken  into  the  concern  as  a  partner,  as  the 
bill  shows,  mainly  on  account  of  his  skill  and  experience  as 
^  nianufacturer.  That  was  his  contribution  to  the  caj)ital  of 
the  partnership.  Of  that  the  deftMnlants  have  been  deprived 
for  nearly  two  years.  The  i)artnership,  by  its  limitation, 
^'ill  terminate  within  nine  months.  By  what  principle  of 
^'^ity  shall  he  bo  permitted  to  share  in  the  protits  of  the 
concern  as  a  partner,  when  he  has  contributed  nothing  of 
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skill  or  capital  to  the  business,  and  shared  in  none  of  the 
hazards  of  the  enterprise  ?     He  was  apprised  of  his  mistake, 
as  the  bill  alleges,  immediately  after  the  execution  of  the 
contract.     Had  he  then  refused  to  withdraw  from  the  firm ; 
had  he  insisted  upon  his  rights,  and  proffered  his  services  as 
a  partner,  and  called  upon  this  court  for  its  protection,  he 
would  at  least  have  had  the  semblance  of  equity  on  his  side. 
But  ho  acc[uiesced  in  the  contract,  withdrew  from  the  firm 
during  its  period  of  depression,  and  accepted  a  post  of  su- 
perintendent in  the  employment  of  the  defendants,  at  a  stated 
salary,  thus  escaping  all  the  hazards  of  the  business.    AinL^ 
now  when  business  has  revived,  and  the  affairs  of  the  firnt^-;;;;^ 
become  more  prosperous,  he  asks  to  be  restored  to  all  hi    _^ 
rights  as  a  partner.     The  relief  asked  for  would  be  utterl  _   ^ 
inconsistent  with  the  plainest  principles  of  justice  and  equit^~* 
The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Charles  D.  Weart  vs,  Samuel  K.  Rose. 

1.  Where  it  appears  that  the  adjunct  of  quantity  in  a  deed  i?  u?ed  ^ 
duscrijitiim  inrrely,  and  not  as  indicating  the  precise  contents  of  the  ltr»"  '^* 
conveyed,  a  mere  deficiency  in  t:ie  quantity  is  not  of  itself  evidence  l:^  ■*  * 
fraudulent  intent. 

2.  Wliere  it  ajipears  by  definite  boundarie?,  or  by  words  of  qualifieati  ^'*^* 
that  tlio  statement  of  the  quantity  of  acres  in  a  deed   is  mere  matte:^'  ^ 
d(?i>cri}»ti()n,  and  not  of  the  e:^sence  of  tlie  contract,  the  buyer  tAkes  the  e"*^* 
of  th(;  (juuiitity,  if  there  be  no  intermixture  of  fraud  in  the  case. 

3.  Where  hind  is  sohl  by  certain  boundaries,  or  for  so  much  for     *-"^ 
entire  }»arc»)l,  any  surplus  over  the  quantity  given  belongs  to  the  ven*^*^* 
and  iho  price  cannot  be  increased  or  diminished  on  account  of  disagreeai  ^^'^ 
in  measure  or  quantity. 

4.  If  the  sale  is  by  the  acre,  and  the  statement  of  the  number  of  acr^^ 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the  purchaser,  in  case  of  a  deficiency,  i*   ^^ 
titled  in  equity  to  a  corresponding  deduction  from  the  price. 

T).  Where  the  ditference  between  the  actual  and  estimated  qoantil-y 
acres  of  land  sold  in  the  gross,  is  so  great  as  to  warrant  the  conclii*^**^ 
that  tiie  parties  would  not  have  contracted  had  the  truth  been  know  s^  • 
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««Qch  case  the  party  injared  is  entitled  to  relief  in  equity  on  the  ground  of 
jrws*  mUtake. 

6.  Where  the  vendor  agrees  to  convey  a  farm  in  gross,  "containing 
about  one  hundred  and  fifteen  acres  of  land,"  and  the  deed  executed  in 
pQRuance  of  the  agreement,  describes  the  land  by  boundaries,  and  adds, 
'containing  about  one  hundred  and  fifteen  acres  of  land,"  a  deficiency  of 
f»  1-  acres  will  not  entitle  the  purchaser  to  an  abatement  of  the  purcliase 
money. 

The  cause  was  heard  upon  the  bill,  answer,  and  proofs. 

-JS,  W.  Scudder,  for  complainant. 

*^.   Wilson,  for  defendant. 

Cases  cited  by  complainant's  counsel.     Belknap  v.  Scalcy, 

I>uer  579 ;  Barties  v.  'Gregory,  1  Head  {Tenn.)  230 ;  liar- 

^i^ort  V.  Talbott,  2  Dana  258;   Quesnel  v.  Woodlicf,  2  Hen, 

^  Man.  173,  note;  4  Kent's  Com.  467;  Lee  v.  Heder,  20 

^^*'Orgia   588;   Thomas  v.   Ferri/,  1  Peters    C.   C.   R,  49; 

^tnr^nn  v.  Bennett,  26  Wend.   169;  Stebbins  v.  Edd^f,  4 

Mfisons  a  C.  R.  414;  1  Story s  Eq.  Jur.,  §  141,  144,  a; 

^cirt  on  Vendors  {Water7nans)  307-8-9;  Dalton  v.   Rust, 

22  Texas  133;  Couse  v.  BoyUis,  3  Greens  Ch.  R.  212. 

Cases  cited  by  defendant's  counsel.  Opdyke  v.  Stephens, 
^Dutcher  90;  Rogers  v.  Colt,  1  Zab.  704;  Speer  v.  Whit- 
Md/2  Stockt.  107;  2  6'r(?gnZ.  on  Ev.,  §  601-2;  1  Ibid.,  § 
275^7 ;  /feicJ.,  §  287-8 ;  Jfann  v.  Pearson,  2  /o/^/?/?.  /2. 
37;  Jackson  v.  Barringer,  15  /6ic/.  471 ;  Jackson  v.  Defen- 
^rf,  1  Qiine«'  iZ.  493 ;  irwA  v.  Ti^i/ic//f.v^cr,  1  Vesey  c^-  Yi.  375 ; 
^ormCanal  Co.  v.  Emrnett,  9  Pai^c  168 ;  Stebbins  v.  Vi'cWy, 
4if(Won'»  C.  C.  iZ.  414;  Powell  v.  CZa/-^,  5  Mass.  355 ;  i)rtf//i€ 
v.ffiwj,  1  Yeates  322;  aSW^/i  v.  Evanj^,  6  J5m/i.  102-9;  1 
^'»  i^.  /ur.,  §  146,  note  2,  §  149;  Z)eare  v.  Carr,  2 
^J'-een'*  CA.  B.  513 ;  Pen^iy  v.  Martin,  4  /o/i/w.  C/i.  /i'.  566. 

The  Chancellor.     The  defendant,  by  deed  bearing  date 
*  the  fiiBt  of  April,  1861,  conveyed  to  the  complainant,  for 
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the  consideration  of  $11,500,  a  farm  in  the  township  of  Ew- 
ing,  described  iii  the  deed  as  *'  containing  about  one  hundred 
and  fifteen  acres  of  land."  By  subsequent  measurement,  it 
was  ascertained  that  the  farm  in  fact  contained  but  one  hun- 
dred and  eight  acres  and  eighty-eight  hundredths,  or  about 
six  acres  less  than  it  was  described  in  the  deed  to  contain. 
The  complainant  gave  his  bond  and  mortgage  for  $55P0,  a 
}>art  of  the  purchase  money.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  price 
agn^ed  to  be  paid  for  the  form  was  $100  per  acre,  and  asks 
that  the  complainant  be  permitted  to  redeem  the  mortgage 
by  the  payment  of  the  balance  justly  due  thereon,  after  de- 
ducting therefrom  the  price  of  the  deficiency  ascertained  to 
exist  in  the  quantity  of  acres  as  described  in  the  deed.  The 
relief  is  sought :  1.  On  the  ground  of  fraud.  2.  Of  mutual 
mistake. 

The  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  farm  was  originally 
made  by  Edward  Nickleson,  the  father-in-law  of  the  coni- 
])lainant,  and  at  his  instance  the  deed  was  made  by  the  de- 
lendant  to  the  complainant.     The  bill  charges  that  the  farm 
was  represented  by  the  defendant  to  Nickleson,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  contract,  to  contain  one  hundred  and  fifteen 
a(U'es,  and  that  at  the  time  of  making  such  represenUitions, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  deed,  the  defendant    - 
wt'll  knew  that  the  representations  were  false  and  fraudu — 
lent,  and  that  there  was  a  considerable  deficiency  from  thai 
amount;  and  that  the  defendant  also  exhibited  a  map  and 
]Jot  of  the  farm,  with  the  measurements  and  contents  thereor 
slated,  which  he  well  knew  were  incorrect  and  calculated  tcn^ 
deceive,  and  which  were  exhibited  to  the  complainant  and  tr:> 
Nickleson  lor  that  purpose.     The  answer  admits  that  he  ex:— 
hibited  the  map  and  plot  of  the  farm,  as  charged  in  the  bjll, 
and  stated  his  belief  that  the  number  of  acres  were  truly 
stated  thereon,  but  fully  and  explicitly  denies  that  the  repre- 
sentation was  fraudulent,  or  that  it  was  false  within  the 
knowledge  or  belief  of  the  defendant. 

It  appears,  from  the  answer  and  from  the  evidence  in  the 
cause,  that  the  land  in  question  was  part  of  a  farm  belong- 
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ing  to  Ebenezer  P.  Rose,  and  which  was  devised  by  him  to 
lis  two  sons,  Jonathan  F.  Rase  and  Samuel  X.  Rose,  the  de- 
fendant. Prior  to  the  year  1840,  on  the  petition  of  Jonathan 
F.  Ro^e  for  partition,  the  farm  was  divided  between  the  two 
brothers,  by  commissioners  appointed  by  the  Orphans  Court, 
And  the  tract' conveyed  to  the  complainant  was  assigned  to 
the  3efendant,  as  his  share  under  the  will  of  his  father.  The 
comnoissioners  caused  a  survey  and  map  of  the  entire  premi- 
ses to  be  made,  by  which  the  share  assigned  to  the  defendant 
ii  described  as  containing  one  hundred  and  twenty-eight 
ncivs  and  three  quarters.  That  map,  in  the  familiar  haud- 
vriting  of  Thomas  Gordon,  an  experienced  surveyor,  wtis 
<lflivered  to  the  defendant,  on  his  coming  of  age,  by  his 
S^nardian,  as  the  evidence  of  his  title.  It  was  exhibited  by 
the  defendant  to  Xickleson  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and 
Heliwred  to  the  complainant  with  the  deed  for  the  premises, 
lydeed  dated  on  the  seventeenth  of  June,  1852,  the  defend- 
*tnt  conveyed  to  his  brother,  Jonathan  F.  Rose,  a  part  of  the 
tract  assigned  to  him  by  the  commissioners,  which  is  de- 
**cnlxKl  in  the  deed  as  containing  twelve  acres,  more  or  less. 
-Asjjiiming  the  quantity  of  land  thus  conveyed  to  be  truly 
^tntfd  at  twelve  acres,  it  left  in  the  balance  of  the  tract  one 
iiiiiidred  and  sixteen  acres  and  three  quarters,  or  about  one 
nuiidre<l  and  seventeen  acres.  The  farm  was  thereafter  as- 
**<\^?ed  as  containing  one  hundred  and  seventeen  acres.  The 
'lefendant,  for  years  prior  to  the  sale  to  the  complainant, 
paid  tax  for  that  quantity  of  lancl.  It  does  not  appear  that 
^hc  defendant  ever  had  the  tract  surveyed,  or  that  he  had 
^ny  evidence  of  the  quantity  of  land  contained  in  the  farm, 
other  than  that  furnished  by  the  map  of  the  commissioners. 
He  had  no  reason  to  susj)ect  the  accuracy  of  that  survey, 
'ior  does  it  appear  from  the  evidence  that  its  accuracy  ev<T 
'^'iis  susf>ected,  by  himself  or  by  any  one  else,  until  long  after 
^he  conveyance  to  the  complainant.  It  was  subse(]U('ntly 
^^ertained  that  the  deed  to  his  brother,  instead  of  twelve 
^^res,  contained  about  fourteen  acres,  which  left  the  balance 
ot  the  tract  as  described  in  the  commissioners'  map  at  one 
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hundred  and  fifteen  acres,  instead  of  one  hundred  and  seven- 
teen acres,  as  previously  estimated.  On  the  twelfth  of  De- 
cember, 1860,  five  days  before  the  sale  to  Nickleson,  the 
defendant  ofiored  the^farm  for  sale  by  the  acre,  and  described 
it  in  the  conditions  of  sale,  as  containing  about  one  hundred 
and  fifteen  acres.  At  the  time  of  the  contract,  the  map  was 
exhibited  by  the  vendor  as  evidence  of  the  quantity  con- 
tained in  the  tract  originally  allotted  to  him  by  the  commis- 
sioners. The  parties  went  to  a  surveyor  to  ascertain  how 
much  was  included  in  the  tract  conveyed  by  the  defendant  to 
Jonathan  F.  Rose,  but  no  inquiry  was  made  as  to  the  area  of 
the  entire  tract.  Both  parties  appear  to  have  relied  upon 
the  accuracy  of  the  map  and  survey  made  by  the  commis- 
sionei-s,  and  it  was  natural  that  they  should  have  done  so. 
By  actual  moasurement,  it  appears  that  the  contents  of  the 
farm  as  designated  on  the  map  are  erroneous,  and  that  its 
real  contents,  instead  of  one  hundred  and  twenty-eight  acres  ^ 
and  three  quarters,  are  about  six  acres  less. 

The  first  eireunistance  relied  on  as  evidence  of  a  fraudulentar 
intent  on  the  pari  of  the  defendant  is,  that  in  the  year  1857   ^ 
he  advertised  the  farm  for  sale,  as  containing  about  one  hun^^ 
dred  and  twenty  acres.     Tlie  farm  was  then  supposed  t   ^^ 
contain  about    one  liundred    and  seventeen  acres.     If  th^ 
circumstance  could  have  any  significancy  as  indicating  cL^h 

intention  to  defraud,  it  surely  could  indicate  no  intention  

defraud  this  cornphiinant.  It  aj)pears,  however,  that  in  18r  : 
he  mortgaged  the  farm  to  his  mother,  describing  it  as  co  ti 
taining  about  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres.  It  was  tb  -^c 
sup|)Osed  to  contain  one  hundred  and  twenty-eight  acres  a~^cJ 
thr«'e  (piarters.  In  1855,  alter  the  conveyance  to  his  broth-^^ 
Forman,  he  mortgaged  the  residue  of  the  tract  to  him,  descr  m  1 
ing  it  as  containing  about  one  hundred  and  twenty  acres, 
was  then  supj)osiMl  to  contain  one  hundred  and  seventeen  acr^*-"* 
In  1855,  he  advertised  it  for  sale,  as  containing  al)OUt  -"Ci^i 
hundred  and  twenty  acres.  These  circumsUinces  show  t_'"Lk 
the  adjunct  of  quantity  was  used  as  descriptive  merely,  XJ 
as  indicating  the  precise  contents  of  the  farm.     It  afforcLj^    ' 


MAY  TERM,  1863.  295 

Weart  v.  Rose. 

evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intent,  either  as  to  the  defendant  or 
25  to  any  other  party. 

The  only  material  testimony  touching  the  charge  of  fraud 

is  that  of  Dr.  John  W.  Scudder.    He  testifies  that  before  the 

*^ile  the  defendant  called  on  him,  in  company  with  his  brother, 

Forman.     At  their  request  he  made  a  rough  estimate  of  the 

quantity  of  land  contained  in  the  lot  sold  by  the  defendant 

to  his  brother.    He  told  them  it  would  be  more  advantageous 

to  sell  by  the  lump,  than  by  the  acre.     He  adds :  "  I  have 

often  heard  it  said  there  were  one  hundred  and  twelve  acres 

in  the  farm  of  defendant.     I  supposed  the  contents  of  the 

farm  would  be  less  than  one  hundred  and  twelve  acres."  And 

in  answer  to  the  question,  whether  he  stated  to  defendant 

that  his  farm  would  not  hold  out  one  hundred  and  twelve 

acres,  he  answers :  *'  I  am  not  positive,  but  I  think  I  did  tell 

liim  that  it  would  hardly  hold  out,  if  his  survey  was  correct'' 

If  this  evidence  is  taken  as  literally  true;  if,  in  fact,  the  wit- 

!!♦ -^s  apprised  the  defendant  prior  to  the  contract  of  sale  that 

liij»  farm  would  not  hold  out  one  hundred  and  twelve  acres, 

it  lis  Hirong  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge  of  fraud.     The 

'^vitne.ss  is  a  gentleman  of  respectability,  whose  veracity  is 

^^n«|Ui'j?tioned.     But  upon  the  face  ot  his  testimony,  there  is 

I'^a-on  to  apprehend  that  he  has  fallen  into  a  serious  mistake 

'^^0  the  number  of  acres  which  the  farm  wa.s  supposed  to 

^'outain.     The  witness  states  that  he  was  called  u[)on  to  cal- 

^'ulate  the  quantity  of  land  in  the  lot  sold  by  the  defendant 

^oKm  brother,  Forman.     He  did  calculate  it,  and  either  he, 

^r  the  defendant,  or  his  brother,  deducted  it  from  the  whole 

^*x>[iients  of  the  farm  marked  on  the  map.     The  map  ex- 

^^ibitt'd  was  the  commissioners'  map,  on  which  the  whole  con- 

^»^nt.s  were  marked  as  one  hundred  and  twenty-eight  acres 

^*'*ul  three  quarters.     The  witness  does  not  allege  that  ho 

^•ilculated  the  contents  of  the  entire  farm,  or  that  he  had  any 

k  iiowlejge  or  suspicion  of  the  error  which  exists  on  the  com- 

tni.ssioners'  map.     His  conclusion  was  arrived  at  simply  by 

^""-•'iueting  the  number  of  acres  in  the  lot  conveyed  by  the 

^eteudaut  to  his  brother,  from  the  quantity  stated  on  the 
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commissioners*  map  to  be  in  the  whole  tract  allotted  to  the 
defendant.     That  never  could  have  shown  a  result  less  than 
one  hundred  and  twelve  acres.     It  would  have  shown  a  re- 
sult less  than  one  hundred  and  seventeen  acres,  which  the 
tract  had  been  supposed  to  contain,  and  it  might,  according 
to  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  have  shown  a  result 
of  a  fraction  of  an  acre  less  than  one  hundred  and  fifteen 
acres,  but  it  never  could  have  shown  the  result  which  Dr. 
Scudder  supposes  it  did.     The  probability  of  this  mistake  is 
greatly  strengthened  by  the  statement  of  the  witness,  that 
he  had  often  heard  it  said  that  the  defendant's  farm  contained 
one  hundred  and  twelve  acres.    Now  there  is  not  the  slightest 
evidence  in  the  cause,  that  the  farm  was  ever  supposal  to 
contain  but  one  hundred  and  twelve  acres.    No  other  witness  ^ 
in  the  cause  has  ever  heard  of  it.     By  the  commissioners'  ^. 
map,  the  farm  was  said  to  contain  one  hundred  and  twenty — 
eight  acres  and  three  quarters,  and  deducting  the  land  es--* 
timated  to  have  been  conveyed  to  Forman,  there  remaine»^  - 
one  hundred  and  seventeen  acres.     The  farm  was  assesse-  rrrE 
at  one  hundred  and  seventeen  acres.     Taxes  for  years  wer_^ 

paid  for  that  amount,  and  no  other  witness  pretends  that  1 3 

ever  heard  it  contained  less.  The  farm  of  Forman  Rose  d 
contain  about  one  hundred  and  twelve  acres.  That  farm  ti^H 
witness  had  partially  run  out,  and  it  is  not  improbable  th.. 
the  two  were  confounded  in  his  mind.  Aside,  therefore,  frc^^ 
any  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  would  be  i^^  J 
safe  to  regard  the  charge  of  fraud  as  sustained  by  this  im^=^ 
timony. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant,  and  the  evidence  in  suppers  J 
of  it,  removes  all  doubt  upon  this  point.  The  defendant,  ^"^ 
his  answer,  refers  to  this  very  interview  with  Dr.  SouddL  ^^■ 
as  evidence  in  his  behalf.  He  would  scarcely  have  refer  ^mr*^ 
to  it  if  he  had  known,  as  he  must  have  done,  if  the  recolX*^< 
tion  of  the  witness  of  the  quantity  of  acres  8upjK)sed  tci>  ^ 
in  the  farm  is  correct — that  it  furnished  evidence  of  ^^ 
fraudulent  conduct.  Forman  Rose,  moreover,  who  was  57^ 
sent  at  the  conversation,  testifies  that  nothing  whatever     >^^ 
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«iid  by  Dr.  Scudder  in  regard  to  the  farm  containing  less 
than  one  hundred  and  twelve  acres.  What  the  doctor  did 
5ay  was,  that  the  farm  would  not  hold  out  one  hundred  and 
«<?venteen  acres,  as  had  been  supposed.  This,  I  think,  is  the 
dear  result  of  the  evidence. 

The  second  ground  of  relief  is,  that  the  evidence  sliows  a 
case  of  mutual  mistake,  and  that  in  equity  the  complainant 
i^  entitled  to  a  deduction  from  the  price  correspon<ling  to  the 
deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  acres  specified  in  the  deed. 

The  general  rule,  as  laid  down  by  Chancellor  Kent,  is,  that 
^'hore  it  appears  by  definite  boundaries,  or  by  words  of  cpiali- 
fication,  as  **  more  or  less,"  or  as  *'  containing  by  estimation," 
or  the  like,  that  the  statement  of  the  quantity  of  acres  in  the 
deed  is  mere  matter  of  description,  and  not  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract,  the  buyer  takes  the  risk  of  the  quantity,  if  there 
l>e  no  intermixture  of  fraud  in  the  case.  4  Kent's  Com,  467 ; 
Mnna  v.  Pearson,  2  Johns.  li.  37 ;  Marvin  v.  J^cnnctt,  26 
W.^nd.  169 ;  Stcbbin.9  v.  LWy,  4  Mason  C.  C  It  414 ;  Foweli 
V.  Clark,  5  Mass.  J{.  355;  1  Story s  Eq.  Jur.,  §  144,  a;  2 
V^\s}iharn  on  Real  Prop.  630. 

So  where  the  land  is  sold  by  certain  boundaries,  or  for  so 
^uoh  lor  the  entire  parcel,  any  surplus  of  1  tnd  over  the 
H^untity  given  belongs  to  the  vendee,  and  the  price  cannot 
^'  increased  or  diminished  on  account  of  disagreement  in 
^K-asure  or  quantity.  Morris  Canal  Co,  v.  E)nmett,  9  Paige 
l68;  Innis  \.  MeCi-uinminj  V2  Martins  li,  425;  Gorviley 
^'  Oakey,  7  Louis.  E.  452.  The  principle  is  embodied  in  the 
I-ouisiana  Code,  Art.  2471. 

But  where  the  sale  is  by  the  acre,  and  the  statement  of  the 
S. Entity  of  acres  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  the  pur- 
chaser, in  case  of  a  deficiency,  is  entitled  in  equity  to  a  cor- 
^^pouding  deduction  from  the  price.  1  Svgdcn  on  Vendors 
369;  Barnes  v.  Gregory,  1  Head's  R,  230. 

There  is  a  further  qualification  of  the  general  rule,  viz, 
^here  the  difference  between  the  actual  and  the  estimated 
quantity  of  acres  of  land  sold  in  the  gross,,  is  so  great  as  to 
^'arrant  the  conclusion  that  the  parties  would  not  have  con- 
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tracted  had  the  truth  been  known,  in  such  case  the  party 
injured  is  entitled  to  relief  in  equity  on  the  ground  of  gross 
mistake.  1  Story's  Eq.,  §  141 ;  Belknap  v.  Sealer/,  2  Drier 
570 ;  Qucsiiel  v.  Woodlief,  2  Hen,  ^  Mun,  173,  note  ;  Nelson 
V.  MaitheivSj  Ibid.  164;  Harnson  v.  Talbott,  2  Dana  258; 
Come  V.  Boyles,  3  Grem's  Ch,  E.  212. 

The  land  conveyed  to  the  complainant  is  described  by 
metes  and  bounds.  The  complainant  has  the  distinct  thing 
for  which  he  contracted.  The  complaint  is,  that  there  was 
an  over  estimate  of  the  quantity  of  acres  contained  in  the 
tract.  It  is  described  as  containing  about  one  hundred  and 
fifteen  acres.  Its  actual  contents  are  one  hundred  and  eight 
acres  and  eighty-eight  hundredths,  showing  a  deficiency  of  a 
fraction  over  six  acres.  The  deficiency  is  not  suflScient  to 
warrant  the  interference  of  the  court  on  the  ground  of  gross 
mistiike.  No  case  has  gone  so  far.  There  is  no  ground  for  r 
assuming  that  the  purchase  would  not  have  been  made  at  the^ 

price  stipulated,  had  the  true  quantity  of  land  been  known 

Mr.  Nickleson  has  not  so  stated.  Nor  has  the  vendor  evei^ 
offered  to  scjII  his  farm  below  the  price  stipulated.  He  hat  _j 
repeatedly  been  offered  more.  There  wjxs  no  absolute  repre^= 
sentation  of  the  quantity  of  acres  contiiined  in  the  tract  b;-« 
the  vendor  as  within  his  knowledge.  It  is  expressly  denie  -^e 
by  the  answer.  The  whole  evidence  of  both  parties  shov^^ 
that  the  representation  of  quantity  was  but  an  expression  ^- 
belief,  founded  on  the  statement  contained  in  the  commissio^^ 
ers'  map.  The  fact  that  the  parties  went  together  to  a  su 
veyor  for  a  computation  of  the  quantity  sold  off  the  fa 
shows  that  the  reliance  was  upon  the  map,  rather  than 
any  representation  of  the  vendor.  The  case  rests  on  tUr^- 
ground  that  the  sale  was  made,  not  in  gross,  but  by  the  acz^c" 
Assuming  that  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Nickleson,  upon  i^^:^ 
point,  is  strictly  true,  and  that  so  far  as  it  conflicts  with  ^:^^ 
testimony  of  the  defendant,  it  is  entitled  to  full  credit,  it  fa^i-i 
to  establish  the  fact  that  the  sale  was  made  by  the  acre.  171 
utmost  that  it  can  be  deemed  to  establish  is,  that  the  negot-i*' 
tions  for  the  sale  were  conducted  upon  that  basis.    The  c^oi 
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tract  itself  is  in  writing.     It  bears  date  on  the  seventeenth 
of  December,  1860,  more  than  three  months  before  the  deed 
was  deHvered.     By  it  Rose  agrees  to  sell,  and  Nickleson  to 
buy,  all  that  certain  farm  and  tract  of  land  owned  and  oc- 
cupied by  Rose,  in  the  township  of  Ewing,  containing  about 
one  hundred  and  fifteen  acres,  for  the  sum  of  eleven  thousand 
five  hundred  dollars.     There  is  no  mistaking  the  import  of 
the  contract.     Its  terms  are  clear  and  precise.     It  is  drawn 
by  experienced  counsel.     It  doubtless  embodies,  as  it  was 
designed  to  do,  and  as  the  law  conclusively  presumes  it  does, 
tte  meaning  of  the  parties.     Whatever  the  previous  negotia- 
tions may  have  been,  the  contract  eventually  made  was  a 
con  tract  for  the  sale  of  a  specific  tract,  not  by  the  acre  but 
*^   gross,  at  a  stipulated  price  for  the  whole  ftirm  owned  and 
oociipied  by  the  vendor.     The  case  is  strongly  analogous  to 
^bu.t  of  Stebbins  v.  Eddy^  4  Mason  414,  and  in  principle  is 
'^^rtually  controlled  and  decided  by  it. 
The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Sa^^derson  Robert  vs.  Edward  F.  Hodges  and  William 
Henry  Fuller. 

1^-  A  court  of  equity  has  the  power  to  aid  a  judgment  creditor  to  reach 

*'^«  projterty  of  his  debtor,  either  by  removing  fraudulent  judgm<?nts  or  con- 

'^^yances  which  obstruct  the  plaintiff's  remedy  under  the  judgment,  or  by 

appropriating  in   satisfaction  thereof,  rights  or  equitable  interests  of  the 

^^jfendant,  which  are  not  the  subject  of  legal  execution. 

2.  If  a  creditor  seeks  the  aid  of  this  court  against  the  real  estate  of  his 
^«utoT,  he  must  show  ajudfjmcnt  at  law  creating  a  lien  on  such  estate; 
"  nesetka  aid  in  regard  to  the  pcmonal  estate,  he  must  show  an  cvecution 
&vingkim  a  legal  preference  or  lien  on  the  goods  and  chattels. 

5.  To  reach  an  equitable  interest  of  the  debtor,  the  creditor  must  first 
"*^e  taken  out  execution  at  law,  and  have  recjuired  it  to  be  levied  or  re- 
^Qmed,  80  as  to  show  a  failure  of  his  remedy  at  law.  Equity  will  only 
^^l  itB  aid  to  enforce  legal  process,  when  it  appears  that  the  legal  remedy 
^  UM  complainant  is  exhausted. 
*•  ^creditor  at  larger  or  before  judgment  having  no  specific  lien  on  his 
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debtor's  property,  is  not  entitled  to  the  interference  of  equity,  by  injunction, 
to  prevent  the  debtor  from  disposing  of  his  property  in  fraud  of  his  cred- 
itor. 

5.  An  af^ic/u7i<7  creditor,  having  a  lien  upon  the  property  of  his  debtor 
by  authority  of  the  statute,  prior  to  the  recovery  of  judgment,  is  entitled 
to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enforce  his  legal  right. 

6.  If  tlje  court,  where  ju<lgment  is  recovered,  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  tlie  defendant,  and  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  its  conclu- 
siveness cannot  be  questionel  in  the  forum  of  another  state  where  it  is 
sought  to  be  enforced. 

7.  A  trust  deed  by  the  husband  for  the  benefit  of    the  wife,  purportin^g^ 
to  be  given  to  secure  certain  funds  received  from  the  wife,  but  where  nc^ 
such  funds  were  actually  received  by  the  husband,  is  fraudulent  and  voit^* 
as  against  creditors. 

8.  The  filing  of  exception.^  to  an  answer,  constitutes  no  technical  obje«»-r 
tiou  to  th«?  <lissolution  of  an  injunction.     The  court  will  look   into  the 

merely  to  ascertain   whether  they  relat<3  to  the  points  of  the  bill  upc 

which  the  injunction  rests. 

The  complainant  is  an  attaching  creditor  of  Fuller,  o^^' 
of  the  defcMidants.  The  bill  is  filed  for  the  benefit  of  hii  i 
self,  and  of  such  of  the  other  creditors  of  Fuller  as  sli;^^^ 
come  in  under  the  attachment,  and  as  shall  contribute  tot  '^M.: 
expen.ses  of  this  suit.  The  material  allegations  of  the  t^^  i 
are,  that  on  the  sixth  of  March,  18G3,  Fuller  was  indebt  •-•^ 
to  the  complainant  in  about  the  sum  of  $22,140,  upon  ju«l^  ^ 
ments  recovered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  the  coui*>  "^ 
of  Hamilton,  in  the  state  of  Ohio.  That  the  defendant  bei  :^  ^i 
so  indt^bted,  and  being  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Mas±==^*'' 
chusetis,  the  complainant  sued  out  of  the  Circuit  Court  ^ 
the  county  of  Hudson,  a  writ  of  attachment  against  his  ^^ 
tate,  by  virtue  of  which  the  sheriff  attached  fifteen  lots  ^ 
land  lying  in  Jersey  City,  the  property  of  the  defendii- *"*  * 
That  the  defendant  became  seized  of  the  said  land  in  fee  ^' 
1854,  and  continued  in  possession  thereof  up  till  the  timc3  ^ 
filing  the  bill  of  comi)laint  in  this  cause;  but  in  order"  "^^ 
conceal  his  property,  and  to  defraud  his  creditors,  by  a  (l«=^^" 
dat<?d  on  the  first  of  January,  1858,  he  conveyed  the  j&i^'" 
land  to  Edward  F.  Hodges,  of  Massachusetts,  his  co- defend  ^^^^' 
without  any  consideration  being  paid  therefor,  and  that    *^y 
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reason  of  the  said  conveyance,  the  complainant  is  unable 
eflfeetually  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  the  said  attachment,  or  to 
enforce  the  same  against  the  lands  attached.    The  bill  prays, 
among  other  things,  that  the  conveyance  to  Hodges  may  bo 
declared  fraudulent  and  void,  as  against  the  creditors  of 
I^uller,  and  that  the  defendants  may  be  restrained  by  injunc- 
tion from  aliening  or  encumbering  the  said  land.     Upon 
fii ing  the  bill  a  temporary  injunction  was  issued  pursuant  to 
its  prayer.     The  defendants  having  answered  the  bill,  now 
*^-sk  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction : — first,  on  the  ground  that 
there  is  no  equity  in  the  bill;  and  secondly,  because  the  equity 
^^    the  bill,  if  any  there  be,  is  fully  denied  by  the  answer. 

^cichon  and  Teese,  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of  the 
Motion. 

GUdirutj  for  complainant,  contra. 

Cases  cited  in  support  of  the  motion.      Young  v.  Frier,  1 
^tackL  465 ;  Hicyvt  v.  Field.  Ibid.  36 ;  MelviUe  v.  Brotcn, 
^  -fiTarr.  363  ;  Martin  v.  Michael^  23  Miss.  50 ;  Ex  parte  Fos- 
^«'-,  2  Stx)ry  131 ;  Reeves  v.  Jo/uison,  7  Ilalst.  11  29 ;  Thomp- 
son v.  Eastbunij  1  Harr,  100 ;  S/iiaa  v.  Zini/nennaan,  3 
"^^b,  154 ;    Nix,  Dig.  45,   §  66 ;    Edgar   v.   Clevengcr,    1 
Green's  Ch.  B.  258 /aS.  C.  2  Ibid.  259;  2  Stonjs  Eq.  Jar., 
§    1216,  b;  Neate  v.  Marlborough,  3  Afybie  c^-  C.  407,  415; 
-^uHijiger  v.   Van  Etnburgh,  1  Harr.  460  ;  Peacock's  heirs  v. 
.         ^Vddes,  3  Hoist.  B.  179 ;  N.  A.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Graham,  5  Samlf. 
L       -S.  C.  jR.  204  ;  Garwood  v.  Garwood,  4  Ilalst.  It  193 ;  Dun- 
l       ^m  V.  Cox^  2  StockL  437. 


Cases  cited  contra.     Hunt  v.  Field,  1  Stockt.  36  ;    Wil- 

Iwm  V.  Michenor,  3  Stockt.  524 ;  Falconer   v.  Freeman,  4 

'^nd/  a.  £.  566;    Frec/an(Z  v.  ^/am,   1  Zab.  214;  J/o- 

'witflfc  BanJc  v.  ^^^'a«^r,  2  PcnV/e  54 ;  1  Stockt.  465 ;  Ha/- 

*ted  V.  Davison,  2  Stockt.  290 ;   Doughty  v.  A'i^^^r,   /ftwi. 
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396;  Dunham  v.  Cox,  Ibid.  437;  Udgar  v.  C 
Greens  Ch,  R.  258. 

The  Chancellor.  The  question  presented  \ 
ground  of  objection  is,  whether  an  attaching  credi 
judgment,  is  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  eqi 
lieving  him  from  the  operation  of  fraudulent  juc 
conveyances  which  obstruct  the  effectual  operat 
attachment.  This  point  has  been  more  than  once 
this  court,  after  argument  and  upon  full  con 
Hunt  V.  Fieldy  1  StookL  36 ;  Williams  v.  Michene 
520. 

The  principle  was  adopted  as  early  as  the  case 
enbush  v.  Van  Blarcom,  decided  by  Chancellor  I 
cited  in  1  Stockt  42,  and  has  been,  it  is  believed, 
time  uniformly  recognized  and  acted  on.  It  wat 
upon  the  argument,  that  a  principle  thus  reco{ 
adopted  in  practice,  ought  not  to  be  disturbed  u| 
motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction.  I  still  think  th; 
not  to  be  regarded  as  an  open  question,  and  tl 
jection  might  properly  be  disposed  of  by  the  mc 
authority.  It  is  bettor,  even  in  doubtful  matter 
doctrine  of  stare  decisis  should  be  applied,  and  t 
should  be  administered  upon  fixed  and  settled  prii 
not  upon  the  varying  or  conflicting  opinions  of 
judges.  If,  therefore,  I  regarded  the  principle 
from  doubt,  I  should  be  unwilling  to  disturb 
upon  this  motion,  or  upon  demurrer.  But  as  th 
been  twice  urged  upon  the  attention  of  the  court, 
amined  the  question  with  more  care  than  I  si 
otherwise  deemed  necessary,  an<l  will  briefly 
grounds  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  the  court  res 

It  is  a  familiar  and  unquestioned  doctrine  of  e 
the  court  has  power  to  aid  a  judgmctit  credi  to 
the  property  of  his  d^^btor,  either   by  removing 
judgments  or   conveyances    which   obstruct  or 
phiintill's  remedy  under  the  judgment,  or  by  ap 
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in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  rights  or  equitable  interests 
of  the  defendant,  which  are  not  the  subject  of  legal  execu- 
tion. MUfords  Eq,  PL,  by  Jeretay,  126 ;  Coopers  Eq,  PL 
148. 

If  he  seeks  the  aid  of  the  court  against  the  real  estate  of 
his  debtor,  he  must  show  a  judgment  at  law  creating  a  lien 
on  such  estate;  and  if  he  seeks  aid  in  regard  to  the  personal 
«Ute,  he  must  show,  not  only  a  judgment  but  also  an  exe- 
cution, giving  him  a  legal  preference  or  lien  on  the  goods  and 
tiattela.  Edgar  v.  Clevenger,  1  Green's  Ch.  E,  258 ;  Swayze 
V.  Swayze,  1  Stockt  273 ;  Young  v.  Frier,  Ibid.  465  ;  Wig- 
[niu\.  Armstrong y  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  144;  Hendricks  v.  Bob- 
imn,  Ibid.  296 ;  Bnnkerhoff  v.  Brown,  4  Johns.  Ch.  R. 
Wl,  678;  Williams  v.  Brown,  Ibid.  682;  Clarkson  v. 
^eyster,  3  Paige  320 ;  Beck  v.  Burdett,  1  Paige  305 ; 
Barrison  v.  Battle,  1  Lev.  Eq.  R.  537. 

So  if  a  judgment  creditor  seeks  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity 
^0  reach  the  equitable  interest  of  his  debtor  in  lands,  or 
goods  or  chattels,  he  must  first  have  taken  out  execution  at 
law,  and  required  it  to  be  levied  or  returned,  so  as  thereby 
to  show  a  failure  of  his  remedy  at  law.  Equity  will  not,  as 
of  wirse,  grant  its  aid  to  enforce  legal  process.  It  must 
nrst  appear  that  the  legal  remedy  of  the  complainant  is  ex- 
l^austed.  Edgell  v.  Haywood,  3  Atk.  352;  Clarkson  v. 
Oyster,  3  Paige  320  ;  Cuyler  v.  Moreland,  6  Paige  273. 

It  results  as  a  necessary  consequence  from  these  princi- 
ples, that  a  creditor  at  large,  or  before  judgment,  having  no 
specific  lien  on  his  debtor's  property,  is  not  entitled  to  the 
interference  of  equity  by  injunction,  to  prevent  the  debtor 
from  disposing  of  his  property  in  fraud  of  his  creditor. 
^ngdl  v.  Draper,  1  Vernon  399 ;  Shirley  v.  Watts,  3  Atk. 
200;  Wiggins  \.  Armstrong,  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  144;  Hen- 
i'^  V.  Robinson,  Ibid.  296 ;  Mitford's  Eq.  PL,  by  Jeremy, 
125;  Cooper's  Eq.  PI.  U9. 

Under  the  English  statute  the  creditor  acquires  no  lien 
^pon  the  land  of  his  debtor,  legal  or  equitable,  by  virtue  of 
^  judgment.     The  judgment  creditor  is  entitled  by  the 
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ptatute  to  a  writ  of  elegit,  by  virtue  of  which  one  half  of 
the  defendant's  freehold  lands  are  delivered  to  him  to  hold, 
till  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  the  debt  is  satisfied.  The 
title  he  acquires  is  derived  Irom  the  statute.  He  bec^omes 
**  tenant  by  elegit,"  by  virtue  of  the  writ.  His  interest  in 
the  land  is  an  '*  estate  by  elegit."  3  BL  Com.  418;  2  Ibid. 
161. 

The  eftbot  of  the  proceeding  under  the  writ  is  to  give  the 
creditor  a  legal  title  which  he  may  enforce  at  law  by  eject—  -^3- 
ment.     Unless   the  creditor  sues  out  the  writ,  he  neitheE"  — r 
acquires  a  title  to,  or  lien  upon  the  land,  nor  can  he  be  saic^   (\ 
to  have  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law.     Upon  these  ground-^a«= 
it  has  been  held  that  a  court  of  equity  in  England  will  d(  ■^' 

interfere  to  aid  a  judgment  creditor  to  reach  his  debtor     —  '^ 
equitable  interest  in  real  estate,  unless  he  first  sue  out  a  \vr    —  ^ 
ot  elegit.     Keate  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough^  9  Sim.  6(  -3 

3  Mj/lne  c^  Craig  407. 


Upon  the  authority  of  this  decision  of  Lord  Cottenhar 
in  JVmte  v.  llie  Duke  of  Marlborovgh^  it  was  held  by  tl 
Superior  Court  of  New  York,  that  a  judgment  creditor  ca       -^^b 
not  file  a  bill  to  set  aside  conveyances  which  are  alleged  ^^ 

be  an  obstru(^tion  to  an  execution,  until  such  execution  1^  -^^ 
been  actually  issutnl.  North  A'tner.  Dis.  Co.  v.  Graham  _^  ^ 
Sanrlf  S.  C  /i.  197. 

The  latt«'r  decision   proceeds  upon  the  assumption  tL"»-  ^^ 
there  is  a  [xu^fect  analogy  V>etween  an  elegit  in  England,  m^   ^^" 
'Afi.fa.  in  the  state  of  New  York.     The  analogy  certai^:^^  *J 
does  not  hoKl  between  the  elegit  in  England,  and  the  fi. 
under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  the  decision  cannot 
safely  regarded  as  authority  here. 

But  all  the  cases  proceed  upon  the  principle  that  the  jti.  ^S' 
nient  creditor,  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  cour  ^  ^' 
equity  in  enforcing  his  remedy  by  removing  obstructions  fx*<=>'^ 
his  path,  must  iiave  acquired  title  to,  or  a  lien  upon,  the  e^F*®' 
cific  thing  against  which  he  seeks  to  enforce  his  judgia^^"^^' 
He  must  complete  his  title  at  law  before  coming  into  eqt:»  *  ^^' 
Unless  he  has  established  his  title  to,  or  lieu  upon,  the  J>  ^^" 
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perty  of  his  debtor,  he  has  no  right  to  interfere  with  his 
Jebtors  disposition  of  it.     Such  lien  the  creditor  does  ac- 
quire under  our  law  by  the  service  of  the  writ  of  attach- 
Dient.    The  law  recognizes  the  claim  of  the  attaching  creditor, 
alter  it  has  been  verified  by  affidavit  as  prescribed  by  the 
statute,  as  a  subsisting  debt,  for  the  purpose  of  creating  the 
lien.    Having  that  lien  by  authority  of  the  statute,  prior  to 
the  recovery  of  judgment,  he  is  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court 
of  equity  to  enforce  his  legal  right.     The  statute,  for  vari- 
ous purposes,  recognizes  and  enforces  this  right,  although  it 
may  be  that  the  claim  may  eventually  prove  to  be  unfounded. 
The  objection  to  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity,  that 
tli€  claim  of  the  attaching  creditor  is  not  ascertiiined,  if  it 
l>e  entitled  to  any  consideration,  can  have  no  application  in 
the  present  case,  for  the  plaintiff's  claims  against  the  defend - 
«^tit  have,  in  fact,  been  establii^hed  by  judgment.     The  fact 
that  the  judgment  was  recovered  in  another  state,  does  not 
impair  the  conclusiveness  of  the  judgment  as  to  the  amount 
'^ue.    If  the  court,  where  the  judgment  is  recovered,  have 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  of  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  suit,  its  conclusiveness  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned in  the  forum  of  another  state  where  it  is  sought  to  be 
enforced.     Maalin  v.  Insurance  Go.,  4  Zab.  222. 

The  better  opinion  is,  that  a  foreign  judgment  is  not  ex- 
J^minable  in  the  courts  of  Westminster  Hall.  2  Story's  Eq, 
Jur.,  §  1576. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved, 
Wcause  the  equity  of  the  bill  is  fully  denied  by  the  answer. 
The  bill  charges  that  the  lands  attached  are,  in  fact,  the 
property  of  Fuller,  and  that  they  were  conveyed  away  with- 
out consideration,  to  defraud  his  creditors.     The  material 
fiicts  disclosed  by  the  pleadings  are,  that  in  January,  1857, 
the  complainant  was  a  judgment  creditor  of  Fuller,  the  de- 
fendant, to  an  amount  exceeding  .>2U,000.     That  Fuller  then 
^••te,  and  since  1854  had  been  the  owner  in  fee,  and  in  pos- 
s^ion  of  the  lands  attached.     That  his  title  to  said  lands 
^iiskept  secret,  and  that  the  deed  was  not  recorded  until  the 

2c* 
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sixteenth  of  May,  1857,  after  he  had  parted  with  the  lega 
title,  and  was  sent  to  the  clerk's  oflBce  to  be  recorded  at  th( 
same  time  with  the  deed  from  Fuller  to  Hodges.  That  bj 
deed  dated  on  the  first  of  January,  1857,  two  days  after  th< 
recovery  of  the  complainant's  first  judgment,  and  twenty 
days  before  the  recovery  of  his  second  judgment,  FuUe 
conveyed  the  said  lands  to  Hodges,  an  attorney-at-law,  ani 
the  professional  adviser  of  Fuller,  without  any  valuabl 
consideration  whatever  being  paid  therefor,  although  th 
deed  expresses  a  consideration  of  $22,000.  That  at  the  dat 
of  the  conveyance,  Hodges  executed  to  Fuller  a  mortgag 
for  $11,050,  which,  together  with  a  mortgage  executed  b; 
Fuller  to  his  grantors  for  $10,950,  and  which  continued  ; 
subsisting  encumbrance  when  the  land  was  conveyed  t 
Hodges,  would  make  the  entire  consideration  of  $22,000,  ex 
pressed  in  said  deed.  That  the  mortgage  from  Hodges  t< 
Fuller  for  $11,050,  was  cancelled  on  the  fourth  of  Septem 
ber,  1862,  although  Hodges  never  paid  the  said  mortgage  o 
any  part  thereof. 

These  facts  are  not  denied  by  the  defendants  in  their  an 
swers,  and,  unexplained,  they  fully  sustain  the  charge  o 
lrau<l  made  by  the  bill. 

The  defence  is,  that  the  conveyance  made  by  Fuller  t 
Hodges  was  in  iact  made  in  tru}?t  for  the  wife  of  Fuller,  am 
as  a  security  for  money  which  he  had  received,  or  was  alx>u 
to  receive,  being  the  avails  of  Imids  owned  by  hor  in  or  nea 
Chicago.  The  case,  as  presented  by  the  separate  answers  c 
the  defendants,  is  open  to  exception. 

It  does  not  ap[)ear  that  P'uller,  prior  to  the  service  of  th 
writ  of  attachnn-nt,  had  received  any  portion  of  liis  wife' 
lands.  This  is  the  corner  stone  of  the  defence,  upon  whici 
the  entire  structure  rests.  For  if  the  hu8l>and  did  not  ro 
ceive  the  funds  of  the  wife,  even  if  the  conveyance  wjis  mad 
for  her  benefit,  it  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  cre<lit 
ors.  Hodg(*«s,  to  whom  the  conveyance  wa.s  made,  a<lmii 
that  he  does  not  know  of  his  own  knowledge,  that  Fulle 
received  funds  belonging  to  his  wife.     Upon  this  [>oiut  h 
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answers,  solely  upon  information  and  belief,  that  the  husband 
received  about  the  sum  of  $10,000.  Fuller,  the  husband,  by 
Lis  answer,  sworn  to  on  the  twenty-seventh  of  June,  1863, 
f^ys  that  he  hath  received  funds  belonging  to  his  wife,  avails 
of  the  sale  of  her  real  estate,  to  the  sum  of  at  least  ten 
thousand  dollars.  This  may  be  true,  and  yet  every  dollar  of 
the  money  may  have  been  received  after  the  bill  in  this  cause 
vas  filed.  The  answer  is  silent  as  to  the  time  when  the 
money  was  advanced.  Hodges,  in  his  answer,  states  that  at 
the  lime  when  the  mortgage  was  made  by  him,  he  was  in- 
iormeJ  and  then  believed,  and  still  believes  that  Fuller  re- 
ceived of  his  wife's  money  the  sum  of  about  ten  thousand 
<lollar8.  This  is  clearly  a  mistake,  and  is  in  direct  conflict 
vith  the  answer  of  Fuller,  and  with  previous  statements  in 
Hodges'  own  answer.  Fuller,  in  his  answer,  states  that  his 
^iiewiis  about  to  receive  certain  funds  arisiiig  from  the  sale 
ot  a  portion  of  her  lands,  which  she  was  willing  should  be 
used  by  Fuller,  and  that  thereupon,  on  consultation,  it  was 
♦igieed  that  Hodges  shouhl  take  the  title  and  give  his  notes 
Jtnd  mortgage,  which  should  be  held  as  security  for  the  said 
Ji^nd^^  as  tlie  sa»ie  should  be  received  by  Fuller,  Hodges 
liiniself  !*ays,  that  after  conference  between  himself  and  Ful- 
ler, he  proposed  that  the  hauls  should  be  convoyed,  and  a 
'"ortgage  given  for  the  purchase  money,  which  mortgage, 
'"I'l  the  notes  secured  thereby,  should  be  liehl  in  trust  for 
the  wile  when  the  said  money  should  be  taken  by  Fuller. 
This  proposition  was  acted  upon,  and,  at  the  request  of  Ful- 
l^T,  Hodges  tuok  the  conveyance,  and  gave  the  notes  and 
mortgage  to  secure  the  same.  The  statement,  therefore,  of 
HoiigHs,  that  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given  he  was  in- 
**jrmed,  and  then  believed  that  Fuller  had  received  of  his 
^*il"e'8  money  the  sum  of  about  ten  thousand  dollars,  must  be 
erroneous.  It  is  true,  that  afterward.^  the  notes  and  mort- 
JTHi^'e  were  cancelled,  and  an  arrangement  made  by  which 
Uo^lges  acted  as  the  owner  of  the  land,  as  trustee  of  Mrs. 
fuller.  But  this  was  not  the  original  arrangement.  The 
ti'iblee  of  Mrs.  Fuller,  if  she  was  in  fact  the  e(iuitiible  owner, 
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would  not  have  given  a  mortgage  on  the  land  to  be  held  in 
trust  for  herself.  But  she  could  not  have  been  the  equitable 
owner,  for  the  trust  under  the  deed,  if  any  such  was  intended 
to  be  created,  was  utterly  void,  not  having  been  manifested 
in  writing.  The  answers  do  not  show  satisfactorily  that  ten 
thousand  dollars,  or  any  other  sum,  was  advanced  by  the 
wife  out  of  her  funds,  for  the  use  of  her  husband,  either  at 
the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  or  at  any  other  time  prior 
to  the  service  of  the  writ  of  attachment. 

There  are  other  circumstances  connected  with  the  trans- 
action, as  disclosed  by  the  answei-s,  which  are  open  to  grave  ^ 
observation.  As  already  intimated,  there  was  no  writt^n-^ 
declaration  or  manifestation  of  the  trust.  The  trust,  if  any,, 
was  a  secret  one,  and  so  remained  for  years  after  the  de-  < 
livery  of  the  title.  The  deed  of  conveyance  from  Fuller  tfc»^ 
Hodges  is  absolute  upon  its  face.  The  land  was  purchase^-s- 
by  Fuller  of  Coles,  in  1854,  for  $14,600.  It  was  conveyed  b«z 
Fuller  to  Ilodgea  for  the  alleged  consideration  of  $22,<XX-i^ 
subjt^ct  to  a  mortgage  of  $10,950,  given  by  Fuller  to  Cole?^Ez 

which  constituted  a  part  of  the  price,  and  which  Hodges  pa 

sonally  as8um(»(l  to  pay.     For  the  balance  of  the  consider 

tion,  $11,050,  Hodges  gave  his  two  notes,  at  three  and  i  ._  .- 

years  (whether  with  or  without  interest  does  not  ap{>eiJ - 

secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  the  land.    The  notes  and  mc^  za 
gage  are  given,  not  to  the  wife,  for  whose  security  they  ^t:^ 
alleged  to  have  been  given,  nor  to  the  trustee  of  the  w  i  : 
but  arc  made  and  delivered  to  the  husband,  who  was  tc^ 
the  debtor  of  the  wife.     The  whole  arrangement  was  ui^jK 
by  the  procurement  of  the  husband,  between  himself  and     1^^ 
intimate  friend  and  legal  adviser,  who  became  the  graiit^^e. 
Neither  the  wife  herself,  nor  the  trustee  of  the  wife,  appo*"!*-^ 
to  have  participated  in  any  degree  in  the  arrangement,  or    ^<^ 
have  been  consulted  concerning  it.     All  this  is  perfect]/ 
natural  and  consistent,  if  the  whole  transaction  was  desig'^*-*" 
as  a  cover  for  the  husband's  property,  but  it  seems  iu   ^.le 
highest  degree  improbable,  that  such  a  transaction  shouW; 
under  the  advice  of  legal  counsel,  have  been  designed  ^3  ^ 
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bona  fide  security  for  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  ad- 
vanced by  her  or  her  trustee  for  the  use  of  her  husband. 
Aside  from  the  extraordinary  terms  of  the  arrangement, 
viewed  as  a  security  for  the  debt  of  the  husband,  the  utter 
inadequacy  of  the  security  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 
alJeged  to  have  been  designed,  is  enough  to  cast  upon  the 
whole  transaction  grave  suspicion,  and  to  entitle  the  com- 
plainant to  the  benefit  of  a  full  investigation. 

The  answer  of  Fuller,  moreover,  admits  that  the  mortgage 

given  to  him  by  Hodges,  in  September,  1862,  nearly  six 

^''ea.rs  after  its  execution,  wjis  caused  to  be  cancelled  of  record 

^>y   himself,  by  direction  of  Hodges.     We  have,  then,  the  ad- 

'Q  it  ted  fact  that  this  mortgage  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 

li  115* band,  under  his  legal  control,  nearly  six  years  after  its 

^^^cution,  and  after  its  pretended  assignment  and  delivery  to 

tho  trustee  of  the  wife  as  a  security  for  his  debt.    The  answer 

^^l^ges,  indeed,  that  it  had  never  been  assigned  by  recorded 

"^^iting,  though  it  was  in  reality  assigned  and  delivered  to 

-^iohard  F.  Fuller,  the  trustee  of  the  wife,  with  the  notes,  on 

^*^^  day  of  its  date.    But  was  it  assigned  by  any  writing,  re- 

^^^*"cied  or  unrecorded  ?     Wiis  there  a  legal,  valid  transfer, 

^^t-her  of  the  notes  or  of  the  mortgage,  to  Richard  F.  Fuller, 

V^ho  is  admitted  to  be  a  brother  of  the  defendant)  in  trust 

^^  the  wife?     If,  in  reality,  he  held  the  mortgage  for  the 

life's  benefit,  why  was  it  left  in  the  possession,  and  under 

^l^e  control  of  the  husband  ? 

The  subsequent  contracts,  alleged  in  the  answers  to  have 
*^*^en  made  in  regard  to  the  land  by  Hodges,  with  the  assent 
^f  the  wife,  do  not,  in  my  judgment,  strengthen  the  defend- 
ant's case.     They  would  seem  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
I         '^Uaband  rather  than  of  the  wife,  and  to  countenance  the 
L        charge  that  the  name  of  the  wife  is  used  as  a  mere  cover  for 
I        ^ne  fraud  of  the  husband.     But  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue 
■       the  subject  further.     It  is  not  necessary,  nor  is  it  intended, 
*       to  express  any  opinion  upon  the  real  merits  of  the  case  as  it 
m      Tttay  be  made  to  appear  upon  the  evidence.     The  wife  may 
M      «e  a  bona  fide  creditor  of  the  husband,  and  may  be  entitled 
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to  protection.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  aa  the  case  now 
stands,  the  equity  of  the  bill  is  not  fully  answered.  The  com- 
plainant is  entitled  to  a  full  disclosure  and  thorough  inves- 
tigation of  the  alleged  equitable  interest  of  the  wife,  and  of 
those  claiming  under  her. 

The  answers  do  not  contain  such  a  full  denial  of  the  equity 
of  the  complainant's  bill,  as  entitles  the  defendants  to  a  dis- 
solution of  the  injunction.  The  filing  of  exceptions,  by  our 
practice,  constitutes  no  technical  objection  to  the  dissolution 
of  the  injunction.  The  court  will  look  into  them,  merely  to 
ascertain  whether  they  relate  to  the  points  of  the  bill  upon 
which  the  injunction  rests.  Doe  v.  fioe,  1  Hopk,  276;  1 
Hoffmaris  CL  Fi\  357,  note  1 ;  1  Barb.  Ch.  Pr.  642. 
The  motion  is  denied  with  costs. 


Elbert  L.  Burnham  and  wife   and    others,  vs,  Rober'M 

Balling. 

1.  It  is  within  thfi  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  consolidate  actions,  witK 
or  without  the  conHent  of  the  complainants. 

2.  Tlie  order  for  consolidation  is  not  of  right,  but  is  matter  of  discreiioix. , 
and  uj>on  such  terms  as  the  court  may  direct. 

3.  Where  a  guardian  has  failed  to  account  as  required  by  law,  and  seta 
ap  a  ])rior  account  as  a  bar  to  accounting  in  this  court,  and  a  decree  for  an 
account  is  made,  the  complainant  will  be  allowed  costs  up  to  the  decree. 

4.  A  party  in  interest  having  died  since  the  argument,  and  before  the 
signing  of  the  decree,  the  decree  and  orders  in  the  cause  should  be  signed 
and  tiled  as  of  the  date  of  the  argument. 

5.  An  order  for  that  purpose  is  necessary. 


Gilchristf  for  complainants,  ex  parte. 

The  Chancellor.  Separate  bills  were  filed  by  three 
children  of  William  Bale,  against  the  defendant  as  their 
guardian,  for  an  account.  A  decree  was  ordered  in  each  case 
that  the  defendant  should  account     The  court  is  now  asked 


MAY  TERM,  1863.  311 

Barnham  et  uz.  et  al.  v.  Dalling. 

by  the  complainants  to  consolidate  the  suits.    Our  statute, 
which  authorizes  the  consolidation  of  suits  at  law  at  the 
instance  of  the  defendant,  does  not  extend  to  suits  in  equity. 
M:,  Dig.  659,  §  59. 

Books  of  equity  practice  are  silent  on  the  subject.     In 
The  Warden  and  Fellows  of  Manchester  College  v.  Ishei-wood, 
2  Siinojis  476,  sixteen  bills  had  been  filed  for  tithes,  by  the 
same  plaintiffs  against  different  defendants.     The  same  de- 
fence having  been  set  up  in  all  the  causes,  a  motion  was 
made  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  consolidate  the  actions, 
or  that  one  cause  only  might  be  prosecuted  to  a  hearing,  and 
the  proceedings  in  the  other  causes  stayed,  the  defendants 
undertaking  to  be  bound  by  the  decree  in  the  first  cause. 
The  motion  was  denied,  the  Vice  Chancellor  saying  that 
neither  in  the  court  of  equity  nor  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
l^ad  the  practice  prevailed  of  compelling  the  complainant  to 
consolidate   his  different  suits  against   several  defendants. 
Similar  decisions  were  made  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
t-he  ea.ses  of  Fonnan  v.  Blake^  7  Price  654,  and  Foreman  v. 
'Soufhwood,  8  Price  572.     In  the  cjise  of  Forvian  v.  Blakc^ 
Oliiet  Baron  Richards  said :  "  I  have  never  heard  of  an  order, 
^n  tliH  course  of  my  experience,  for  conrolidatiiig  causes  in 
^'luity,  nor  can  I  conceive  upon  what  principle  it  can  be  done." 
Tliis  opinion  is  the  more  remarkable,  as  in  the  earlier  ease 
^*    Kcighley  v.  Browne  16  Fes^ey  314,  a  similar  motion  was 
^ade  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to  consolidate  several 
•^'-tions,  and  both  Sir  Samuel  Romilly,  by  whom  the  motion 
^^''^^  made,  and  the  Chancellor  (Lord  Eldon)  speak  of  the 
P^Jietioe  as  a  familiar  one.     The  only  question  seems  to  have 
^»^n  whether  it  was  a  special  application,  or  of  counso.    And 
^he  iitrxt  day  the  Lord  Chancellor  said  he  had  consulted 
Baron  Thompson  of  the  Exchequer,  who  had  no  idea  that  the 
Motion  was  of  course,  though  sometimes  made  under  special 
^•^rcumritauces.     The  caution  with  which  the  Court  of  Clian- 
^'*-ry  in  England  interferes  with  the  conduct  of  a  suit,  will  be 
found  exemplified  by  the  erases  of  Cumming  v.  iS later j  1 
Yoiuifje  4"  ColL  484,  and  Godfrey  v.  Maw,  Ibid,  485. 
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Of  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  consolidate  actions, 
with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  complainant,  I  entertain 
no  doubt.     It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  power  over  the  conduct 
of  suitors,  resting  upon  the  clearest  principles,  and  absolutely 
essential  to  prevent  scandalous  abuses,  and  to  protect  defend- 
ants against  gross  oppression.     At  common  law,  the  con- 
solidation of  suits  is  a  recognized  and  familiar  exercise  of 
power.     Our  sUitute  confers  no  new  authority,  but  is  merely 
declaratory  of  what  the  common  law  is.     The  common  law      -^ 
will  not  endure  a  multiplicity  of  suits  growing  out  of  the    .^e£ 
same  title,  where  the  defence  in  all  is  the  same.     2  Sdl,  Pr,  «  — 
143;  2ArcJib.Fr,  180. 

In  Cecil  v.  Bi-igges^  2  T,  R.  639,  where  both  of  the  causeFs  -^^i 
of  action  might  have  been  comprised  in  one,  the  order  wae*-,^^ 
made  with  costs. 

The  order  for  consolidation  is  not  of  right,  but  is  matter  czz^ 
discretion,  and  upon  such  terms  as  the  court  may  direct"  ^zi: 
Deyi  V.  Kmhle,  4  IlahL  li.  337;  Worle^  v.  Glentworth, 
ffaUt  li.  241. 

The  same  reason  exists  for  the  consolidation  of  suits  ^ 
equity  as  at  law,  though  from  the  nature  of  the  proceedin    ^ 

more  caution  may  be  requireil  in  the  exercise  of  the  pow ^^ 

by  this  court. 

In  2' he  Krccuiors  of  Conover  v.  ConoveTf  Saxton  4^^^d 
though  no  formal  application  was  made  for  consolidaticr^zzzz 
Ghaiicellor  Vroom  recommended  it  as  a  metisure  that  wo«^  .  ~ 
save  costs  and  delay.  In  that  case,  the  bills  were  filed  -^"C 
the  executors  of  two  different  estates.     The  complainants.^  i" 

the  opinion  of  the  Chancellor,  were  not  only  at  liberty^         tc 
proceed  as  they  did,  by  separate  suits,  but  prudent  and  cr«^==>f- 
rect  in  doing  so ;  yet,  after  a  decree  for  account,  he  dechu  :x:     ^d 
his  conviction    that   great  benetit  would  result  from  c:<=»^" 
solidating  them,  so  that  one  investigation  and  report  of     ^^^^ 
master,  and  one  decree  might  settle  both.    In  that  case,  a-s^-    '° 
this,  as  the  suit  was  in  reality  by  different  complaincMri^'^^^t 
there  might  have  been  serious  objections  to  consolidat.:^-^? 
without  consent.     As  a  written  consent  to  the  order  for  cr^^" 
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solidation  is  filed  in  this  case,  there  can  be  no  difficulty  on 
that  point. 

It  is  worthy  of  notice  that  the  mode  of  consolidation  at 
law,  is  not  by  uniting  the  several  actions  in  one  entire  re- 
cord.  2  Archb.  Prac.  180 ;  Den  v.  Kimbh,  4  HaUt  H,  337 ; 
Clason  V.  Church,  1  Johns.  Cos.  29. 
The  order  for  consolidation  does  not  necessarily  imply  that. 
The  complainants  are  entitled  to  costs  up  to  the  decree 
for  an  account.     The  defendant  failed  to  account  as  required 
by  law.     Ho  set  up  by  way  of  bar  to  accounting  in  this  court, 
an  account  exhibited  in  1853,  and  failed  in  his  defence.    The 
practice  is,  in  similar  cases,  to  allow  the  complainants  costs  up 
to  the  decree.     Anon,  4  Mad,  M.  273 ;  Beamcs  Costs  in  Eq. 
12 ;  3  DanidVs  Ch.  Pr,  1550 ;  Seaton  on  Decrees,  44,  49,  206. 
The  wife  of  one  of  the  complainants,  who  is  a  party  in  in- 
terest, died  since  the  argument  and  before  the  signing  of  the 
decree.     The  decree  and  orders  in  the  cause  should  be  signed 
2iiid  filed  as  of  the  date  of  the  argument.     CanipheU  v.  Mesier, 
4  Johns.  Ch.  R.  334 ;    Vroom  v.  Ditmas,  5  Paige  528. 

An  order  for  that  purpose  is  necessary.     2  DanicWs  Chan. 
^r.  1219 ;  Seaton  on  Decrees,  393,  394. 


TaoMrsoN  E.  F.  RANDOLPn  and  Robert  J.  Randolph,  part- 
ners, &c.,  vs.  William  D.  A.  Daly  and  others. 

1-.  "Where  the  sole  design  of  the  bill  is  to  have  the  individual  property  of 

^^^  partner,  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  conveyed  away  by  him, 

^PpUnl  in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  against  the  (irm,  another  partner 

''oin  whoin  no  discovery  ia  sought,  and  against  whom  no  relief  is  prayed, 

^  ^^ither  a  necessary  nor  a  proper  party. 

-  A  wife  is  a  proper  party  to  a  bill  tiled  to  set  aside  conveyances  of  the 
'iQsband's  property  made  to  her,  or  in  which  she  has  joined,  and  which  are 
Charged  to  have  been  voluntary  and  fraudaleut  as  against  creditors  of  the 
husband. 

3-  It  is  no  cause  of  demurrer  to  a  bill  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances 
^*^e  by  a  debtor,  that  a  defendant,  to  whom   part  ol  the  property  has 
"^D  conveyed,  has  no  connection  with  other  fniudulent  transactions  of  tiie 
^'OL.  I.  2d 
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debtor.  If  the  defendant  is  a  neceBsary  party  to  some  part  of  the  case  as 
stated,  he  cannot  object  that  he  has  no  interest  in  other  traoRactions  con- 
stituting a  part  of  the  entire  case. 

4.  A  bill  filed  by  an  execution  creditor  is  not  demurrable  for  multifa- 
riousness because  it  seeks  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  reach  other  property  of  the  debtor,  which  is  not  the  subject 
of  execution  at  law,  and  respecting  which  a  discovery  is  prayed. 

6.  The  transactions  charged,  being  parts  of  a  series  of  acta  all  tending  to 
to  defeat  the  plaintitTs  remedy  at  law,  may  properly  be  united  in  the  same 
bill. 

6.  A  joint  execution  upon  a  judgment  for  a  partnership  debt,  may  be 
executed  not  only  against  the  partnership  property,  but  against  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  each  partner,  for  each  is  answerable  for  the  whole,  and  do! 
merely  lor  his  proportionate  part  of  the  debt. 

7.  A  court  of  equity  will  protect  and  enforce  the  legal  right  of  an  exe  - 
cution  creditor  at  law  to  levy  u})ou  the  separate  property  of  each  partner  j 
of  a  firm. 

8.  To  entitle  an  execution  creditor  to  relief,  it  must  appear  by  the  bir  _i 
that  he  has  exhausted  his  remedy  at  law,  and  that  the  aid  of  this  court 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  judgment. 

9.  The  return  of  the  sheritl'  that  the  defendants  are  not,  either  in  tber—  =^1 
partnershij)  name  or  as  individuals,  seized  or  possessed  of  any  estate,  re— ze 
or  personal,  which  could  be  soized  or  taken  by  virtue  of  the  executi< 
must  be  taken  as  prima  Jarie  evidence  of  the  fact,  and  is  suificient  to  gi 
the  complainants  a  standing  in  this  court. 

10.  Certainty  to  a  common  intent  is  all  that  is  ordinarily  required 
pleadings  in  o<juity. 


Slaight,  for  defendants,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
Winfeldj  for  complainants,  contra. 


mrs 


The  Chancellor.     To  a  bill  filed  by  execution  credit- 
of  the  firm  of  Daly  &  Burnet,  to  obtain  satisfaction  of      '^^^^^ 
judgment  out  of  the  individual  property  of  William  D.  ^^ 

Daly,  one  of  the  partners,  the  defendants  demur. 

1.  Because  Adolphus  E.  Burnet,  the-other  partner  of  '^^^^ 
firm  of  Daly  &  Burnet,  is  a  necessary  party.  The  sole  •^^<?- 
sign  of  the  bill  is  to  have  the  individual  property  of  I^^^^^-v^ 
one  of  the  partners,  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  frai^^^^^"' 
lontly  conveyed  away  by  him,  applied  in  satisfaction  of         ^"® 
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judgment  against  the  firm.  No  fraud  or  concealment  of 
property  is  imputed  to  Burnet;  no  discovery  is  sought  from 
iim ;  no  relief  is  needed  or  asked  against  him  individually,  or 
as  a  member  of  the  firm.  He  is  neither  a  necessaiy  nor  a 
proper  party. 

2.  The  second  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  the  wife  of 
I>aly  is  not  a  proper  party.  The  bill  charges  that  the  real 
ostate  in  controversy  was  formerly  owned  by  Daly,  and  was 
«^'onveyed  by  him  and  his  wife  to  a  third  party,  and  by  their 
grantee  was  reconveyed  to  the  wife,  and  by  the  wife  of  Daly 
to  his  father,  in  whom  the  legal  title  remained  at  the  time 
c>i  tiling  the  bill.  All  these  conveyances  are  charged  to  have 
l»oen  voluntary,  nnd  fraudulent  as  against  the  creditors  of 
t  lie  husband.  If  fraudulent,  the  wife  was  a  participant  or 
•  tgent  in  the  fraud.  The  bill  seeks  to  avoid,  as  well  the  title 
to  her  as  the  title  from  her.  The  complainants  are  entitled 
to  a  discovery  from  the  wife,  as  well  as  from  the  husband, 
t  ou(:hing  the  consideration  of  the  deeds  and  the  alleged  fraudu- 
^*-nt  purj)Ose  for  which  they  were  executed. 

3.  The  third  ground  of  demurrer  is  that  the  bill  is  multi- 

'^•^rious  as  to  Edward  Daly,  inasmuch  as  it  unites  with  the 

<^*li;irgeB  of  fraud  in  the  conveyances  to  him,  other  charges  of 

^  ^"audulcnt  concealment  of  property  on  the  part  of  William  D. 

-^^.  Daly,  with  which  Edward  Daly  has  no  concern  or  alleged 

^"Onnection.     But  it  is  well  settled  that  on  a  bill  to  set  aside 

^^'tiuduleut  conveyances  made  by  a  debtor,  and  for  a  discovery 

^^  bis  property,  it  is  no  objection  that  a  defendant,  to  whom 

^  portion  of  the  property  has  been  conveyed,  has  no  connection 

'^'ith  other  fraudulent  transactions  of  the  debtor.     The  case 

'^8''^in8t  the  debtor  is  entire.     If  the  defendant  is  a  necessary 

V^rty  to  some  part  of  the  case  as  stated,  he  cannot  object 

^^at  he  has  no  interest  in  other  transactions  which  constitute 

i  ^  part  of  the  entire  case.     Attorney  General  v.  The  Corp, 

I  ^f  Poole,  4  Mijlne  4-  C,  31;  Boyd  v.  Hoyt,  5  Faige  78; 

I  I^rinkerhqfv.  Brown,  4  Johns.  Ch,  ii.  671. 

I  It  is  further  urged  that  the  bill  is  multifario\is  in   its 

I  character  as  to  the  debtor  himself,  because  it  not  only  seeks 
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to  remove  obstructions  in  the  way  of  the  complainants' 
remedy  at  law  by  setting  aside  fraudulent  conveyances,  but 
also  seeks  to  reach  other  property  of  the  debtor,  which  is  not 
the  subject  of  execution  at  law,  and  in  regard  to  which  a 
discovery  is  prayed.  But  this  constitutes  no  ground  of 
demurrer.  The  sole  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  obtain  the 
aid  of  this  court  in  enforcing  satisfaction  of  the  complain- 
ants' judgment,  out  of  the  property,  real  and  personal,  of 
the  defendant,  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  ^ 
conveyed,  or  to  be  concealed  or  held  in  trust  so  as  to  be   ^^= 

beyond  the  reach  of  an  execution  at  law.     All  the  trans • 

actions  charged  are  but  parts  of  a  series  of  acts,  all  t^nd _j 

ing  to  the  defeat  of  the  plaintiff's  remedy  at  law,  and  may^^— 
properly  be  united  in  the  same  bill.     Cuyler  v.  Moreland,  ^^ 
Faiffe  273. 

The  last  two  points  were  considered  and  decided  in  thi-i  _ 
court  at  the  last  term,  in  the  case  of  Way  v.  Bragaw,  a7if^^^  — 
p.  213. 

4.  The  fourth  cause  of  demurrer  is,  that  it  does  not  appei 
that  the  complainants  have  exhausted  the  partnership  ftffAPt^         m 
before  resorting  to  the  separate  property  of  Daly,^r  th^ — 
the  firm  of  Daly  &  Burnet  is  insolvent. 

It  is  a  familiar  principle  that  a  judgment  creditor  mi^ 

exhaust  bis  remedy  at  law,  before  coming  into  equity.     It  j 

an  equally  familiar  doctrine  of  equity,  that  as  between  t^    -B-J^ 
])artners  themselves,  the  partnership  property  must  be  e=^  Jp- 
plied  to  the  payment  of  partnei-ship  debts,  before  resorta.  'M^^g 
to   the    individual  property  of  the  partners.     Yet  a  jc^  i  »t 
execution   upon  a  judgment  for  a  partnership  debt  may       ^ 
executed    not   only  against  the  partnership  property,    loiit 
against  the  so))arate  estate  of  each  partner,  for  each  is    i*-^- 
Bwerable  for  the  whole  and  not  merely  for  his  proportiorv^*'^^ 
part  of  the  debt.     CoUyer  on  Partnership  {5th  Am.  ed.)  &  ^8, 
and  note  ;  Henries  v.  Jamieson,  5  T.  H.  556 ;  Abbot  v.  Sir^^  «-^, 
2  W.  BL  947. 

The  cdlnplainants,  therefore,  have  a  legal  right,  under  bt»-  ^^r 
judgment  and  execution  at  law,  to  levy  upon  the  sepa^.*^^^ 
property  of  Daly,  and  having  such  legal  right,  they  aro     ^^' 
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tided  to  the  aid  of  this  court  to  protect  and  enforce  it.  It 
is  true,  that  as  between  themselves,  Daly  has  a  claim  in 
equity  against  his  co-partner  for  contribution,  but  this  can- 
not impair  the  rights,  legal  or  equitable,  of  the  creditor 
against  the  projKjrty  of  the  individual  partners,  for  each 
party  is  clearly  liable  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  indebted- 
ness of  the  firm. 

It  is  certainly  not  necessary  to  aver  that  the  firm  is  insol- 
vent, in  order  to  entitle  the  complainants   to  relief.     The 
jjartnership  property  may  be  amply  sufficient  to  satisfy  all 
the  debts  of  the  firm,  yet  it  may  be  so  covered  up,  or  placed 
I'cyond  the  reach  of  process,  as  not  to  be  amenable  to  exe- 
cution at  law,  and  to  render  the  interference  of  equity  essen- 
tial to  the  ends  of  justice.     All  that  can  be  required  is,  that 
It  should  appear  by  the  bill   that  the  complainant  has  ex- 
hausted his  remedy  at  law,  and  that  the  aid  of  this  court  is 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  judg- 
ment.   This  does  sufticiently  appear  by  the  bill  in  this  cause. 
The  complainants   allege,    that  a    writ   of  fieri  facias  de 
^nis  et  terris  issued  upon  the  judgment,  directed  and  deliv- 
^fed  to  the  sheriiF  of  the  county  of  Hudson,  in  which  the 
^^efendants  resided  and  transacted  their  mercantile  business, 
^^d  that  the  sheriff'  made  return  to  the  said  writ,  that  he 
^^uld  not  find  any  goods  or  chattels  of  the  defendants  in  the 
^'^id  execution  in  hiiS  county,  but  had  levied  upon  certain 
"■^nds  therein  described,  and  appraised  the  interest  of  W.  D. 
"^-Daly  therein  at  one  dollar,  and  returned  the  said  writ  of 
^^ecution  wholly  unsatisfied.     The  land   thus  levied  upon, 
^*^d  the  interest  of  William  D.  A.  Daly  in  which  was  ap- 
Vl^ised  at  one  dollar,  is  the  same  land  which  the  bill  alleges 
^^  have  been  fraudulently  conveyed  by  Daly,  to  which  it 
appears  that  at  the  time  of  the  levy  he  had  no  legal  title, 
^nd  which  was  not,  therefore,  subject  to  a  valid  levy  under  an 
Execution  at  law.     The  formal  levy  was  obviously  made  as  a 
foundation  of  a  proceeding  in  equity.     By  the  terms  of  the 
^^t,  the  sheriff  was  commanded  to  levy  upon  all  the  estate, 
^  and  personal,  belonging  to  the  defendants,  either  as 
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partners  or  as  individuals.  His  return  must  be  taken  as  at 
least  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  defendants,  neither  in 
their  partnership  name  nor  as  individuals,  were  seized  or 
possessed  of  any  estate,  real  or  personal,  which  could 
seized  or  taken  by  virtue  of  the  execution.  This  is  sufficiem 
to  give  the  complainants  a  standing  in  this  court.  Certaint; 
to  a  common  intent  is  all  that  is  ordinarily  required  in  plead- 
ings in  equity.  Story's  Eq,  PL^  §  240,  and  note  3 ;  Cooper 
Eq.  PL  181. 

The  demurrer  is  overruled. 


In  the  matter  of  Morris  Weis. 


1.  A  commission  under  which  a  party  has  heen  found  an  habits 
drunkard,  will  not  be  superseded  upon  a  hearing  without  notice,  nor  up 
ex  parte  affidavits,  even  with  the  assent  of  the  guardian. 

2.  The  practice  in  proceedings  to  supersede  a  commission,  in  ca 
habitual  drunkenness,  should  be  substantially  the  same  as  in  cases^  < 
lunacy. 

3.  The  truth  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  may  be  examined  eit  "^tner 
in  open  court  or  before  a  inatster.  Proceeding  by  reference  to  a  ma— ^^  *^^ 
adopted  as  the  most  convenient,  safe,  ^nd  expeditious  course. 


Van  Fleets  for  the  petitioner. 

The  Chancellor.  Under  a  commission  issued  out  of  -fcl^is 
court  in  the  year  1854,  the  petitioner  was  found  an  habits ^■■'*' 
drunkard.  The  petitioner  now  asks  that  the  commissi  i^*^ 
and  proceedings  thereon  be  superseded,  on  the  ground  t^to-*^ 
he  is  reformed.  The  petition  is  accompanied  by  the  affid**-'*'*^ 
of  the  guardian  of  the  lunatic,  and  of  a  neighbor  of  ^^^^ 
petitioner.  The  court  is  asked  to  order  a  supersedeas  ot"  ^^^ 
commission,  upon  the  evidence  thus  presented,  withavr  ^  * 
reference  to  a  master.  It  is  the  first  time,  so  far  as  I  *™ 
aware,  that  tlie  question  has  been  presented,  and  it  is  pir^^P^'* 
that  the  practice  should  be  settled. 
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In  cases  of  lunacy ,  under  the  English  practice,  the  petition 
lor  a  supersedeas  is  heard  before  the  Chancellor  in  person, 
Mritihout  a  reference.  And  the  commission  will  not  be  super- 
se<3.ed  without  the  evidence  of  physicians  and  the  attendance 
of"  the  lunatic  in  person.  If  the  Chancellor  doubts,  a  traverse 
i»  i>ermitted,  or  an  issue  ordered.  Ex  parte  Bumpton,  Mosely 
7S  ;  Ex  parte  Earl  FerrarSj  Ibid.  332;  1  CoUinson  on 
-Cr-i-£.7iacy,  324-6 ;  2  Ibid,  746 ;  In  re  Dyce  Sombre^  1  FhiUips 
436;  In  re  Gordon,  2  FhMips  242. 

In  this  state  the  practice  has  been,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
^^fcr  the  matter  to  a  master  for  examination  and  report. 
■^^^  the  matter  of  Bogers,  1  Hoist  Ch.  B.  46 ;  la  the  matter 
<ir  JPriae,  4  Ibid.  533. 

Whatever  course  may  be  adopted,  I  am  very  clear  that  a 
^^^^xmnission  ought  not  to  be  superseded  upon  an  ex  parte 
*^^^ring  without  notice,  and  upon  the  evidence  of  aflSdavits 
^^^orely,  even  with  the  assent  of  the  guardian. 

Jn  re  Dyce  Sombre,  1  Phillips  437,  Lord  Chancellor  Lynd- 
*^^i^t8aid:  "The  party  is  not  found  lunatic  upon  affidavits; 
^*^^  inquiry  takes  place  under  the  commission  ;  witnesses  are 
^^amined  viva  voce,  the  party  himself  appearing  and  being 
^^cimined  by  the  jury.  It  would  be  extraordinary,  if  under 
^^ch  circumstances,  the  commission  could  be  superseded  upon 
^l^e  evidence  of  affidavits  merely." 

The  statute  indicates,  and  the  reason  of  the  thing  requires, 
^*^at  the  practice,  in  cases  of  habitual  drunkenness,  should  be 
^^bstantially  the  same  as  in  cases  of  lunacy.  In  ordinary 
^■^^es,  there  would  seem  to  be  less  necessity  in  cases  of  habitual 
^^'cnkenness,  growing  out  of  the  very  nature  of  the  investiga- 
tion, for  the  attendance  of  the  petitioner  or  for  the  evidence 
^f  physicians.  But  even  if  these  should  be  dispensed  with, 
^*iere  is  the  greater  necessity  that  the  investigation  should 
^*^  conducted  with  care,  in  conformity  with  the  ordinary 
I^^ctice  of  the  court,  and  to  guard,  as  far  as  practicable, 
^S^ainst  surprise  or  collusion.  To  require  these  investigations 
5^  be  ooDdacted  before  the  Chancellor,  would,  in  most  cases, 
^^  productive  of  much  inconvenience  and  expense.     To  per- 
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mit  the  commission  and  the  proceedings  thereon  to  be  super —  "■"■ 
seded  upon  ex  parte  affidavits  without  investigation,  would 
be  an  unwarranted  and  dangerous  departure  from  the  settle 
practice  of  the  court  in  similar  cases.  To  adopt  the  practic 
of  this  court  in  cases  of  lunacy,  and  to  refer  the  matter  to  \ 
master,  will  be  found  to  be  the  most  convenient,  safe,  and 
expeditious  course.  See  Matter  of  Hoag^  7  Paige  312.  Th^  ^r- 
mast^r  will  have  facilities  for  conducting  the  investigatiocM- ^z: 
with  more  safety  and  with  less  expense  to  parties,  than  coulee  ^T" 
ordinarily  be  expected  in  an  investigation  before  the  court^^  — r: 
He  may,  if  it  should  appear  necessary  or  expedient,  requir  - 
the  evidence  of  physicians,  or  the  personal  attendance  of  th 
petitioner.  The  guardian,  as  well  as  the  party  at  who 
instance  the  commission  was  sued  out,  or  other  person  iu 
t^rested,  should  have  an  opportunity  of  appearing  before 
master,  or  it  should  satisfactorily  appear  that  the  proceedicrrrrzafj 
is  had  with  their  consent. 

An  order  of  reference  will  be  made  accordingly. 


C^SES 


ADJUDGED   IN 


THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY 

OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 

OCTOBER  TERM,  1863. 


The  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  and  Camden  and 
Amboy  Railroad  and  Transportation  Companies  vs. 
The  Camden  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  The 
Karitan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  Company,  and 

others. 

^-  The  restraiDing  power  of  a  court  of  equity  is  exercised  for  the  pro- 

'^tion  of  rights,  the  existence  of  which  are  clearly  established,  and  so  far 

^^^y  as  may  be  essential  for  the  protection  of  those  rights. 

*•  The  phraseology  of  the  clause  under  which  the  exclusive  privileges 

'^claimed  by  the  complainants,  '*  it  shall  not  be  lawful,  Ac,"  (JPonnph.  L, 

•'  V-  80,)  is  the  form  in  which  the  faith  of  the  state  is  usually  pledged, 

^^  in  which  contracts  with  corporations,  touching  the  exercise  of  exclu- 

■J^e  franchises  under  legislative  authority,  are  entered  into.     It  is  none 

^^  lesi»  obligatory  that  it  is  not  inform  a  contract. 

^-  The  legislature  cannot  divest  itself  or  its  successors,  of  its  sovereignty, 

^  extinguish  the  trusts  committed  to  its  custody  for  the  public  welfare. 

'  not  only  may,  but  must  determine  in  what  manner  that  sovereignty 

^*ll  be  exercised,  and  how  those  trusts  shall  be  executed. 

**•  By  the  grant  of  exclusive  privileges  to  the  joint  companies,  the  legis- 

*^ure  in  no  proper  sense  derogated  from  the  power  of  subsequent  legisla- 

^'*  to  provide  highways.     The  legislature  have  the  same  control  over 

^^^f  franchises  and  property  as  over  those  of  any  other  citizens,  and  they 

^^y  U  taken  and  condemned  for  public  use  upon  making  just  compensa- 
Uon. 
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5.  The  clause  in  the  chart-er  of  incorporation,  rendering  the  content 
the  companies  necessary  to  legalize  the  construction  of  a  competing  ro) 
cannot  artect  the  validity  ot  the  law  aa  an  act  of  legislation.     Their 
is  no  part  of  legislation.     It  does  not  create  the  law,  but  merely  avoi 
the  constitutional  objection  to  its  validity. 

6.  An  engagement  by  a  contracting  party  that  he  will  not  do  any  act 
the  prejudice  of  the  other  contracting  party,  without  his  consent,  is, 
effect,  identical  with  an  absolute  and  unquali6ed  engagement  not  to  do  L 
act. 

7.  By  the  act  of  1854  (Pamph.  L.  388.)  supplementary  to  the  act  entitl 
"an  act  relative  to  tlie  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  and  Camden 
Amboy  Railroad  and  Transportation  Companies,"  the  true  intent 
me^ining  of  the  said  last  mentioned  act.  are  declared  to  be  **  fully  and  efti 
ually  to  ]>rotect,  until  the  first  day  of  January,  18fi9,  the  businei»s  of  "* 
said  joint  c('inpanies  from  railroad  competition  between  the  cities  of  N  -^ 
York  an<l  l'hihidel]>hia." 

Held,  the  ^rant  of  this  exclusive  privilege  operates  only  to  protect  ^^ 

througli  business /rom  city  to  city,  and  not  between  intermediate  places ^e=^^^ 

over  any  and  every  part  of  the  route  between  the  said  cities.     The  fi -^* 

chise  is  e.rrlv,<ii:i-  only  in  regard  to  passengers  and  merchandise  trans[>o^        ^ 
over  the  entire  route. 

8.  But  even  if  the  exclusive  privilege  also  extend  to  way  business,  ^^sp-  tj 
a  competing  route  for  local  business  is  not  a  nuisance,  unless  so  near  '^*^ 
route  of  the  complainant's  road  as  materially  to  affect  or  take  awa^*^  ^^ 
custom. 

9.  It   is  a  well  settled  rule  of  construction  that  public  grants  are  t:-^^     ^ 
construed  strictly:  and  in  all  cases  of  grants  of  franchises  by  the  pi-:»  "M-^hc 
to  a  private  corjioration,  the  established  rule  of  construction  is  that      ■^•-nj 
ambiguity  in  the  terms  of  the  contract  must  operate  against  the  corj^*;^*** 
tion,  in   favor  of  the  public.     The  corporation  take  nothing  that  is        *^®^ 
clearly  given  by  the  act. 

10.  Parties  cannot  affect  by  combination  what  neither  can  do  lawf  u  ^  ^7. 
Nor  can  they  aflect  by  the  agency  of  others,  what  they  may  not  do  tb^^ni- 
selves. 

11.  An  injunction  is  the  proper  remedy  to  secure  to  a  party  the  eni  ^^7' 
ment  of  a  statute  privilege,  of  which  he  is  in  the  actual  possession,  ^^nd 
when  his  legal  title  is  not  put  in  doubt. 

12.  If  a  corporation  goes  beyond  the  powers  with  which  the  legislat- '^*" 
has  invested  them,  and  in  a  mistaken  exercise  of  those  powers  interfi^^  |^ 
with  the  rights  or  property  of  others,  equity  is  bound  to  interfere  by  ^^' 
junction  if  the  exigency  of  the  case  require  it.  Whether  those  rights  -^*^* 
invaded  by  a  mistaken  or  a  fraudulent  exercise  of  power  is  immaterial. 

13.  The  lej^islature  cannot  be  presumed  by  a  charter  to  intend  or  c^^^  ' 
template  any  grant  inconsistent  with,  or  that  would  operate  as  an  in  ^^' 
sion  of,  a  grant  already  made. 
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14.  The  powers  of  a  court  of  equity  in  regard  to  nuisancer,  are  correct- 
ire  u  well  as  preventive.  It  may  order  them  to  be  abated,  as  well  as 
WBlrain  them  from  being  constracted.  As  a  general  rule,  such  relief  will 
not  be  granted  unless  made  the  subject  of  a  special  prayer. 

15.' To  justify  the  issuing  of  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  erection  of  a 
aaiwnce,  or  to  abate  it  after  it  is  erected,  it  must  appear  not  only  that  the 
conpUiaant's  rights  are  clear,  but  that  the  thing  sought  to  be  enjoined  is 
prejudicial  to  those  rights.  The  lact  of  the  nuisance  must  be  clearly  cs- 
Ubiiihed. 

16.  A  structure,  though  illegal,  will  not  be  enjoined  as  a  nuisance,  where 
itoocagions  no  injury  to  the  rights  of  the  complainant. 

17.  The  closing  of  a  road  used  as  a  highway  for  travel,  by  injunction, 
ttnonly  be  justified  by  the  clearest  necessity. 


This  cause  w<as  originally  argued  upon  a  motion  for  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  upon  bill,  answers,  and  affidavits. 

On  the  12th  of  August,  1862,  the  preliminary  injunction 
^as  refused   upon   grounds  then  succinctly  stated  by  the 
Chancellor.*     No  further  proceedings  were  had  in  the  cause 
*intil  the  9th  of  June,  1863,  when  leave  was  given  to  the 
^mplainants  to  file  their   replication  to  the  answers  of  the 
^Wendants  to  the  original  bill,  and  also  to  file  a  supplemental 
'^ill.    On  the  10th  of  June,  1863,  the   complainants   filed 
^beir  supplemental  bill,  by  which,  after  setting  out  the  sub- 
glance  of  the  original  bill,  the  answers  of  the  defendants,  the 
^king  of  aflSdavits,  and  the  denial  of  the  preliminary  in- 
junction, they  proceed  by  way  of  supplement,  as  follows: 

An<l  your  orators  by  way  of  suj)plement  show  unto  your 

honor,  that  notwithstanding  the  said  declaration  of  the  do- 

**^n(lants  in  their  said  several  answers,  your  orators  have  been 

informe<l  and  believe  it  to  be  true  that,  since  the  filing  of  the 

^iJ  answers  and  since  the  said  hearinpj  before  vour  honor, 

^hesaid  defendants,  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad 

Company  have  completed  their  railroad  from  Fort  Monmouth 

^0  Atsion  aforesaid,  and,  in  combination  with  the  Camden 

^^^  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  have   completed  the  said 

^^'indi  railroad  from  Atsion  to  the  Camden  and  Atlantic 
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Railroad  near  Jackson  aforesaid,  and  by  means  of  the  sa-— ^^ 
branch  have  connected  the  said  railroads  so  as  to  form  aco     -"T^^* 
venient  and  continuous  line  of  railway  from  Camden  to  Pc^      Ji^ 
Monmouth;  and  have  made  arrangements,  by  contract  ^^f 

some  sort,  for  continuing  said  line  by  means  of  steamboi^  "ta 
between  Port  Monmouth  and  the  city  of  New  York,  ai^^r^ad 
between  Camden  and  Philadelphia,  so  as  to  form  a  comple—^^  "te 

line  of  travtjl  and  transportation  over  the  said  line  of  railro ^==id 

between  the  said  cities  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia;  ar  '^  d, 
in  violation  of  their  pledges,  thus  given  as  aforesaid  to  tl  ■■is 

honorable  court  in  their  said  answers,  have  actually  e&ts 
lished  linos  of  transportation,  both  of  freight  and  passenge 
between  the  naid  cities,  over  and  by  means  of  said  line  of  rs 
way  and  said  steamboats — in  continuation  thereof — and  ; 
now  ac^tually  engaged  in  such  transportation,  in  open 
direct  violation  of  your  orator's  said  chartered  rights 
privileg«NS  before  referred  to. 

And  your  orators  further  show  unto  your  honor,  that  tTt  -laey 
are  inlbrmed  and  believe  it  to  be  true,  that  in  carrying  on         ^e 
said  business  of  ti'ansporting  merchandise  between  the  ci  "ties 
of  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  the  said  defendants  are  ut*-  x  »^, 
and  combining  with  other  parties  to  use,  certain  naraer^     of 
designation  for  the  said  line  of  transportation,  one  of  w  \:m-  ^(-'h 
names  is  the  Importers'  and  Traders'  Dispatch  Comj^^^i-  wiy, 
undei"  which  name  they  keep  regular  offices  for  the  recept:  ion 
and  delivery  of  freight  by  said  line  at  No.  2  Murray  str<-^*t; 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  at  pier  No.  28  North  river^    'a 
said  city,  and  at  Vine  street  wharf,  in  the  city  of  Philadelpl*  *3; 
from  which  offices  goods  are  regularly  shipped  over  and    *7 
means  of  the  said  line  of  the  defendants  between  the  oit-i^ 
of  New  York  and  Philadelphia;  and  another  of  which  nait^^ 
is  the  Union  Transportation  Company,  under  which  nartJ<^ 
they  keep  regular  offices  for  receiving  and  delivering  freight 
at  No.  13G  North  wharves,  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  aa<^ 
at  pier  No.  28  North  river,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  from 
which  offices  goods  are  regularly  shipped  over  and  by  means 
of  the  said  line  of  the  defendants,  between  the  said  cities  o( 
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^^w  York  and  Philadelphia ;  and  another  of  which  n^mes  is 
e*  Philadelphia  and  Eafltern  Transportation  Company,  under 
lich  name  offia^s  are  kept  in  .said  cities,  and  goods  are 
^ularly  transported  between  New  York  and  Philadelphia 
er  and  by  means  of  the  said  line  of  the  defendants.  And 
tir  orators  are  informed  and  believe  that  by  this  means, 
il  under  the  aforesaid  names  and  designations,  the  defend- 
ts  and  their  confederates  are  Ci\rrying  on  a  large  freight- 
g  and  transportation  busine.^s  between  the  cities  of  Xew 
3X"k  and  Philaclelphia,  ov^r  and  by  means  of  the  said  railroad 
lo  Ijetween  Camden  and  Port  ilonmouth,  and  the  steam- 
»ixts  running  in  re.^ular  connection  therewith  at  either  ex- 
Cf  mity  of  said  line,  amounting  to  more  than  one  hundred 
lis  of  transportation  per  day  in  each  diruction.  And  your 
*-5-tor>?  are  also  inlbrnied,  and  bi-liove  it  to  be  true,  that  tli«' 
i<l  luiritan  and  Delaware  l^ay  Hail  road  Company,  in  ordrr 
'  c:ovor  up  and  conceal  the  re;il  nature  of  the  said  transporta- 
^^i  business,  have  made  and  entered  into  a  certain  pretended 
'1^ tract  with  certain  ikt^ous  under  the  name  of  the  said 
^*'"-  Philadelphia  and  Eastern  Transportation  Company,  for 
^^'  transportation  of  freight  for  said  com]Kniy  between  Cam- 
*-^n  and  Port  Monmouth,  on  certain  lenns  in  said  agreement 
^i^taiued  ;  and  that  the  said  railroad  co!n[>any  preti.'uds  to  i»  * 
^JCagcd  in  the  said  transportation  business  under  and  l»v 
^^tue  of  the  said  agreement,  and  only  between  the  said 
djtees  last  named  ;  but  if  any  such  pretence  shall  be  mid-' 
^y  the  said  railroad  company,  and  if  any  such  contract  shall 
*^  shown  to  have  been  made  and  enten^d  into,  your  orators 
^'harge  that  such  agreement  was  ma<le  with  full  knowledges 
^*^  the  part  of  the  said  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad 
Company,  its  otRcers  and  agents,  that  the  business  to  be 
^friod  on  under  such  agreement  was  to  be,  and  was  in  ten*  led 
^M  understood  to  be,  a  through  business  between  the  sai<l 
••''lies  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  or  mainly  such;  an<l 
Vjwalso  made  in  view  of,  and  in  connection  with  other  ar- 
ftngementfl  or  agreements  for  the  employment  of  a  steamboat 
or  l)oats  to  eoutinue  and  complete  the  said  line  between  Port 
Vol.  1.  2e 
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Monmouth  and  New  York,  and  between  Camden  and  Phil 
dolphia;  and  your  orators  charge  that  such  steamboat 
steamboats  was  or  were  the  property  of  the  officers  a: 
managers  of  the  said  railroad  company,  or  some  of  them, 
that  they,  or  some  of  them,  liad  a  large  and  controlling  inten 
therein.  And  your  orators  also  charge  that  if  any  su 
agreement  or  agreements  was  or  were  made,  it  wjia  ma 
under  and  with  the  express  understanding  that,  if  the  sf 
business  should  be  interrupted  or  prevented  by  means  of  le{ 
proceedings  instituted  in  the  behalf  of  your  orators  or  otht 
wi.se,  neither  of  the  parties  to  such  agreement  should  be  lial 
to  the  other  for  any  damages  by  reiison  thereof,  and  sho' 
have  the  privilege  of  abandoning  the  same,  or  some  other  {■ 
vision  with  that  or  the  like  effect.  And  your  orators  oxprea 
charge  that  any  such  agreement  or  contract  which  the  a 
corporate  defendants  or  either  of  them  may  have  entered  ii 
in  relation  to  the  transportation  of  goods  between  Cam 
and  Tort  Monmouth,  was  entered  into  by  them  in  couL 
plation  of  and  with  direct  reference  to  the  employmen  1 
sLeamboatw  at  either  end  of  said  line,  to  complete  the  sam* 
a  line  of  transportation  between  the  cities  of  New  York 
rhiladel[)hia,  and  in  contemplation,  and  with  theintoiil 
forming  a  through  line  of  transportation  between  said  ci 
for  the  transportixtion  of  goods  from  city  to  city,  between 
said  cities,  in  direct  contravention  of  the  acknowledged  ng 
aiid  privileges  of  your  orators. 

And  your  orators  further  show  unto  your  honor,  that  if  t 
said  corporate  defendants  should  pretend  that  the  said  trai 
portation  business  is  carried  on  by  other  persons  than  theJ 
selves  over  their  line  of  railroad,  your  orators  charge  that 
such  be  the  Ciise,  it  is  nevertheless  so  done  by  the  con8^ 
and  co-operation  of  the  said  corporate  defendants,  and 
virtue  of  arrangements  and  agreements  by  them  made  w  i 
such  other  persons ;  and  the  said  corporate  defendants  are  : 
sponsible  therefor,  inasmuch  as  by  their  own  showing,  in  «t 
by  the  said  answer  of  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Riilrc 
Company,  the  Siiid  Earitan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  is  t 
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a  public  highway,  and  cannot  be  operated  without  the  con- 
sent, and  only  under  the  direction  of  the  said  Raritan  and 
Delaware  Bay  Railroad  Company ;  and  your  orators,  further 
charge  that  whether  the  said  line  of  transportation  is  carried 
on  directly  by  the  said  corporate  defendants  or  one  of  them, 
or  by  other  persons  under  contract  with  them,  such  other 
[•ersons  are  and  must  be  deemed  as  the  agents  of  the  said 
corporate  defendants  or  one  of  them,  in  carrying  on  said 
business  of  transportation ;  and  your  orators  charge  that  the 
»aid  corporate  defendants,  and  also  the  said  other  persons 
who  are  aiding  and  assisting  in  carrying  on  the  said  business, 
are  liable  and  chargeable  therefor  in  the  same  manner  and  to 
the  Siime  extent  as  if  the  said  other  persons  were  the  agents 
of  the  said  corporate  defendants  therein,  whether  they  are 
acting  under  a  pretended  contract  with  the  said  corporate 
defendants  for  the  use  of  their  railroads,  or  not.     And  your 
orators  allege  that  any  such  contractors,  if  any  such  there 
^  became  such  with  full  knowledge  of  your  orators'  rights 
«n«l  privileges,  and  of  the  pendency  of  this  suit,  and  of  the 
^Uegjitions  of  the  respective  parties  therein ;  and  are  bound 
'■y  all  the  equities  which  affect  the  defendants  or  any  of  them. 
And  your  orators  further  show  and  charge,  that  one  or 
^ore  steamboats  regularly  ply  between  New  York  and  Port 
Monmouth,  in  connection  with  the  defendants'  trains  of  cnrs 
Running  between  Port  Monmouth  and  Camden,  and  also  one 
^ther  steamboat  or  boats  ply  as  ferry  boats  between  Camden 
^^i  Philadelphia,  in  connection  with  the  same  train  of  cars, 
*^  as  to  form  regular  lines  of  transportation  for  freight  and 
piissengers  in  both  directions,  and  daily  carrying  freight  and 
l*5^«eengers  through  from  New  York  to  Philadelphia  and  from 
Philadelphia  to  New  York;  and  your  orators  charge  that 
^Jieeaid  steamboats  thus  ply  in  connection  with  said  trains 
^f  cars  by  the  procurement  of  the  corporate  defendants  or  one 
^f  them ;  but  whether  they  do  or  not  so  ply  by  such  procure- 
ment, the  said  corporate  defendants  are  aiding  and  con- 
^butiog,  by  such  use  of  their  line  of  railroad  between  Port 
I     Monmouth  and  Camden  in  connection  with  said  boats,  in 
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ost{il>lisliing  and  c<arrying  on  a  through  line  of  transportation^ 
for  freight  and  passengers  between  the  said  cities  of  New^ 
York  and  Philadelphia;  and  are  thus  violating  the  righti^s?. 
and  privileges  of  your  orators,  and  the  pledges  of  the  SiiL   ^ 
defendants. 

And  your  orators  further  show  and  charge  that  the  sa~^^i 
(Corporate  defendants,  in  connection  with  their  said  confed_  o 
rales,  are  also  engaged  in  the  way-husiness  by  means  of  sa_  i 
line;  when^by  tht^y  largely  compete  with  the  railroad  bu^s^  .^ 
ne.ss  of  your  orators,  in  violation  of  your  orators'  said  rigl — zk  * 
aiid  privileges,  es]K'cially  in  the  transportation  by  the  si-a».  i 
drl<Midants  of  freight  an<l  j)ass'.'ngers  between  Camden  a^-  :»" 
N(.'W  York,  and  between  rhiladclphia  and  Port  Monmou  '•l 
juid  also  between  riiiladc'lphia  and  Long  Branch,  on  »^  "x:' 
over  the  said  line  of  transportation  so  established  by  tk  «fc:=* 
us  aforesaid. 

And  vour  orators  further  show  an<l  charc^e  that,  in  Ci\i"  :x-~ 
ing  on  their  said  through  l)usiness,  the  said  defendants  sn^  x: 
their  confederates  give  carriers'  tickets  for  freight  throi^x  S 
Iroin  city  to  city,  between  the  said  cities  of  New  York  i."^  xi 
rhiladel))hia  ;  Init  in  regard  to  through  passengers,  they     x_i'*=? 
various  devices  to  avoid  the  appearance  of  ticketing  a  j>^i-^ 
.<«iig<-r  through  from  city  to  city,  such  as  requiring  «i-X<.*^ 
passenger  to  pay  a  se]>arate  fare  on  the  steamboat  bet\ve-<:?" 
J  urt  ]\lonniouib  and  New  York,  and  the  like;  neverthelt^^*^' 
I  Ley  do  issue  tickets  for  fare  through  between  Camdeu  ^i-'i^' 
Krw  York,  and  between  I'hiladelphia  and  Port  Monmouth  ; 
but  notwithstanding  these  and  such  like  devices,  it  is  a  w^i^ 
understood  thing  with  the  through  passengers,  that  an   ^^' 
rangement  exists  by  which  they  can  go  through  by  the  en  t-^^^ 
lino  from  one  city  to  the  other,  without  interruption  or  det.^^' 
tion,  as  through  piissengers.     And  your  orators  charge  t»b^^ 
such  arrangements  are  mere  subterfuges  to  avoid,  as  fer  ^ 
possible,  the  appearance  of  oi)en  violation  of  your  orators 
rights  and  privileges  before  referred  to,  at  the  same   tiiD^ 
that  the  said  defendants  are,  in  law  and  in  fact,  guilty  of  s^^" 
violation. 
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And  your  orators  state  and  show  to  your  honor,  that  the 
said  defendants,  by  thus  establishing  and  carrying  on  the 
said  line  of  transportation  on  the  said  railroad,  and  the  trans- 
fortation  of  passengers  and  merchandise  thereby,  whether 
by  themselves  or  through  their  agents  or  contractors,  and 
whetlier  singly  as  sole  proprietors  of  the  entire  line,  or  jointly 
in  connection  with  other  parties  owning  the  said  steamboats 
at  either  end  thereof,  are  guilty  of  a  direct  and  gross  violation 
of  tho  rights  and  privileges  guaranteed  to  your  orators  in 
and  l.y  the  second  section  of  the  act  passed  the  second  day  of 
March,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-two,  sot 
forth  in  the  said  original  bill  and  herein  above  referred  to, 
ftnd  in  and  by  the  first  section  of  the  act  approved  on  the 
?ixto<.*nth  day  of  March,  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and 
fitty-four,  set  forth  in  the  said  original  bill  (but  by  mistake 
descril>ed  as  approved  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  March,  in  the 
year  aforesaid)  and  herein  above  referred  to;  and  a  violation 
ot  x\iM  pledge  given  to  this  honorable  court  in  and  by  their 
^iid  answers  to  the  said  original  bill. 

And  your  orators  well  hoped  that  the  said  defendants,  after 

the  early  and  prompt  notice  given  to  them  of  the  intention 

ol  your  orators  to  vindicate  their  said  rights  by  the  filing  of 

the  said  original  bill  before  the  completion  of  their  line  of 

^ailrond  by  way  of  Jackson  and  Atsion,  notwithstanding 

^heir  denial  of  the  rights  of  your  orators  to  the  full  extent  to 

^'hich  your  orators  claimed  the  same  in  said  bill,  would  at 

1^'a.st  have  regarded  and  respected  the  rights  claimed  by  your 

<^fator?,  which  the  said  defendants,  in  and  by  their  said  several 

answers,  admitted  and  acknowledged  had  been  guaranteed  to 

your  orators  on  the  part  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and 

^'tich,  in  and  by  their  said  answers,  they  declared  their  in- 

t^^ntion  to  observe  and  respect ;  and  your  orators  also  well 

^oped  that  the  defendants,  on  further  advisement,  would  have 

^^pected  and  observed  all  the  said  rights  and  privileges 

^''nimod  by  your  orators  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  acts 

^^  the  legislature ;  especially  inasmuch  as  (which  your  orators 

^liargo  the  fact  to  be)  the  said  defendants,  in  the  month  of 

2e* 
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January  or  February  last,  appeared  by  their  counsel  before 
a  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States,  and  apj)liod  for  an  act  of  the  Congress  of  the  Unit-ed 
Slates  that  should  create  the  said  railroad  line  of  the  defend- 
ants from  Port  Ifonmouth  to  Camden,  including  the  ferry 
between  Camden  and  Philadelphia,  and  the  steamboat  route 
between  Port  Monmouth  and  New  York,  a  post  road  and 
j»ublic  highway  of  the  United  States,  on  the  express  ground 
alleged  by  the  saicl  coun.sel,  that  tlie  said  route  could  not, 
under  the  laws  of  New  Jorsoy,  be  u.^ed  for  through  travel  or 
transport-ation ;  and  that  any  attrnii)t  so  to  use  the  &\me 
Would  be  enjoined  by  the  courts  of  New  Jersey;  and  they 
d«^sired  the  said  aet  of  congiess  to  enable  them  to  disregard 
the  legislation  of  New  Jersey  in  this  bi^half. 

But  now  so  it  is,  may  it  pl(?aso  your  honor,  that  the  said 
corporate  defendants,  combining  and  conlederatiiig  with  the 
sjiid  individual  delendnnts,  who  are  aiding  and  ai»et!ing  them 
in  the  premises,  and  with  divers  other  persons  at  pr»/sent  un- 
kij'nvn  to  your  orators,  but  whose  names  when  diseovered 
your  orators  ])ray  may  be  inseite*!  herein  and  they  made  p;\r- 
ties  hereto,  with  ))ro|)(?r  an<l  ajit  wonls  to  charge  them,  and  con- 
triving how  to  injure  ajid  a.ijgrieve  your  orators  in  the  pre- 
mises, not  only  refuse  so  to  observe  your  orators*  just  rights 
and  privilt^ges  guaranteed  to  them  as  atbresai<l,  by  contract 
with  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  but,  having  failed  to  obtain 
an  aet  of  congi'css  as  applied  foi*  by  them,  or  any  act  of 
nirress  on  the  sulject,  (whi^h,  if  obtained,  your  orators 
«'ge  would  have  been  inelfeetual  Tor  the  purposes  of  the 
(I'M-mlaiits)  th'-y,  the  said  dot«'ndants,  and  their  confederates 
]»ii.)e.'i.'d.Ml  lo  engage  in  and  c;»rry  on  said  business  of  trans- 
]»'»itation  in  delianee  of  your  orators'  said  rights  and  privi- 
leges, and  at  the  risk  of  being  enjoined  and  restrained  by 
this  honorable  court;  lait  in  the  use  and  employment  of 
vai'ious  devices  and  contrivances  before  mentioned,  and 
making  various  pretences,  c.aK'.ulated  and  intended  to  cov«t 
up  and  conceal  the  real  charat'ter  of  their  said  acts,  and  to 
niake  it  a}»i»ei'.r  that  they  were  not  iniriui^ing  your  orators' 
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said  rights  and  privileges;  but  either  were  engaged  only  in 
the  alleged  legitimate  business  of  transporting  freight  and 
passengers  from  one  interior  point  of  New  Jersey  to  another 
interior  point  thereof;  or  were  permitting  other  and  outside 
parties,  over  whom  they  had  no  control,  namely,  their  said 
unknown  confederates,  to  use  their  road  at  the  alone  ri.sk  and 
on  the  alone  resj.)onsibility  of  said  other  and  outside  parties  ; 
and  amongst  other  things,  the  said  corporate  defendants 
sometimes  pretend  to  have  entered  into  contract  or  contracts 
vith  the  said  other  confederates,  who,  they  pretend,  have 
therel)y  contracted  for  the  use  of  their  said  line  of  railroail 
from  Camden  to  Fort  Monmouth,  and  for  carrying  on  thi^ 
i^id  transportation  business  independently  of  said  defendants  ; 
but  your  orators  charge  that  if  any  such  contract  or  contracts 
i-^>  or  are  made,  the  same  do  not  and  cannot  exonerate  tho 
defendants  from  their  duty  to  regard  the  laws  of  New  Jersey, 
i*nd  the  rights  of  your  orators  under  the  same,  an<l  undt^r 
thesaitl^uarantoes  before  referred  to;  nor  from  so  man  agin:;- 
^n<i  controlling  their  works  as  to  ])rc^vent  the  violation  of 
>*a:d  rights.     At  other  times  the  defendanls  pretend  that 
^Kvare  not,  nor  is  either  of  them,  the  proprietor  or  pro- 
prietors of  the  steamboat  or  boats  by  which  their  said  lin«; 
^^  connected  with,  and  comjdeted   to  Kew  York  city,  nor 
ofthe  ferry  boat  or  boats  Iw  which  their  said  line  is  con- 
^^'tod  with,  and  completed  to  riiihulelphia.  But  your  orators 
wge  that  if  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  ai-e  not  the 
^^norsof  said  boats,  they  have,  nevertheless,  either  by  them- 
*^*^'^,  or  by  their  agents  or  contractors  and  confederates, 
'^  some  manner  secure<l  the  use  and  employment  of  said 
^^<iami>oats  so  as  to  complete  the  said  line  from  riiila.lelphia 
to  New  York.     At  other  times  the  di^f'^ndants  pretend  that 
^^only  transport  passengers  and  freight  to  and  from  way 
?Ution.%that  is,  intermediate  stations  in  New  Jersey,  in  con- 
•^^tiou  with  the  cities  of  New  York  and  riiiladelj)hia  rc- 
^Wvely ;  and  do  not  transport  either  i»assengers  or  freight 
"*^^h  the  whole  route  from  city  to  city,  and  that  th^y  are 
^^  J'e»jx)usible  for  the  manner  in  which  the  said  passengers 
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dispose  of  themselves,  or  in  which  the  said  freight  is 
of,  beyond  such  intermediate  points.  But  your 
charge  that,  even  if  such  pretence  were  true,  such  n 
ness,  or  much  of  it,  competes  with  the  business  of  you 
on  their  said  railroads,  contrary  to  the  said  acta  of 
hundred  and  thirty-two,  and  eighteen  hundred  and  f 
before  referred  to ;  but  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  sai< 
ants,  by  themselves,  their  agents,  or  contractors,  do 
transport  freight  and  passengers  through  the  whol 
line  or  route  from  Philadelphia  to  New  York,  and  i 
from  New  York  to  Philadelphia ;  or,  if  in  point  of  f« 
do  not  themselves  transport  such  freight  and  pj 
throughout  the  whole  of  said  line,  they  do  so  in  s 
and  effect ;  and  they  do  in  form,  as  well  as  in  subst 
effect,  knowingly  participate  in  carrying  on  and 
in  operation  the  said  through  line  as  a  through  line 
portation,  and  although  it  were  true  that  other  paj 
tained  and  kept  in  operation  portions  of  said  line,  y 
defendants  sustained  and  kept  up  only  a  single  portio 
(the  same  being  a  known  through  line),  the  defend 
responsible  for  the  part  they  take  in  the  same,  as  fc 
and  contributing  in  the  transportation  of  passenj 
freight  directly  from  city  to  city,  by  a  railroad  constr 
that  purpose  by  the  defendants,  in  violation  of  the 
ledged  rights  and  privileges  of  your  orators. 

And  your  orators  further  charge  that,  if  the  said 
of  transporting  passengers  and  freight  through  froi 
city  between  the  said  cities  of  New  York  and  Phih 
is  conducted,  managed,  or  carried  on  by  the  con; 
of  the  said  defendants,  or  of  any  of  them,  by  virtu 
contract  or  contracts  made  by  and  between  them 
said  defendants,  nevertheless  the  said  defendants,  at 
of  the  making  of  such  contract  or  contracts,  well  ki 
the  said  confederates  obtaining  such  contract  or  com 
the  time  of  the  making  thereof,  contemplated  and 
to  establish  and  carry  on  such  through  lines  of  trans| 
from  city  to  city,  and  by  entering  into  such  contrac 
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tracts  with  the  said  confederates,  the  defendants  so  contract- 
ing, knowingly  and  wilfully  co-opeiated  with  them  in  the 
establishment  of  such  lino  or  lines ;  and  your  orators  charge, 
that  the  said  confederates,  at  the  same  time,  also  well  knew 
of  the  rights  of  your  orators,  and  of  the  pending  of  this 
.suit,  and  took  no  rights  or  interests,  by  virtue  of  such  con- 
tract or  contracts,  which  placed  them  in  any  better  position, 
or  on  any  better  footing  than  the  said  defendants  occupied  in 
relation  thereto;  and  that  the  said  contracts  were  intended 
merely  as  a  cover  to  enable  the  said  defendants  to  cnrry  on 
the  5ai<l  transportation  business  ostensibly  in  the  names  of 
other  persons,  and  as  a  means  of  deceiving  and  defrauding 
your  orators  in  the  premises.  And  your  oratoi-s  charge  that 
all  the  said  contracts  and  contrivances  (if  any  such  were 
made)  were  a  fraud  upon  your  orators,  and  intended  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  defendants  to  evade  your  orators' 
said  rights  and  privileges,  and  their  own  obligations  in  that 
t»ehalf. 

The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  the  said  defendants  may  dis- 
<^over  and  set  forth  whether  their  said  line  of  railroad  com- 
munication has  not  been  comj)leted  from  Camden  to  Port 
Monmouth  by  way  of  Jackson  and  Atsion,  as  specilied  in  the 
former  pleadings  in  this  cause  ;  and  whether  said  line  has  not 
heen  furnished  with  locomotive  engines  and  cars  for  the  trans- 
I»ortation  of  passengers  and  freight ;  and  whether  the  same 
hns  not  been  put  in  operation,  and  is  not  now  in  operation  in 
^he  transportation  of  passengers  and  merchandise  thereon  ; 
^ud  whether  a  through  line  of  transportation,  both  of  passen- 
gers and  freight,  or  one  or  the  other,  and  which  of  them, 
"*oin  city  to  city,  between  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Phila- 
delphia, has  not  been  established   over  said  railroad,  and 
whether  such  line  is  not  now  in  operation,  and  actually  used 
iQ  transporting  passengers  and  freight  through  from  city  to 
city  as  aforesaid ;  and  whether  the  said  line  is  not  conducted 
^^d  carried  on  by  the  defendants,  or  some  or  one  and  which 
of  them ;  and  if  not,  then  by  whom  else,  and  under  or  in  pur- 
suance of  what  arrangement,  understanding,  or  agreement 
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with  the  defendants,  or  some  or  one  and  which  of  them,  set- 
ting forth  the  contents  in  full  of  any  such  agreement,  if  any 
there  m«iy  be ;  or,  if  there  be  no  through  line  between  the 
said  cities  established  and  carried  on  by  any  one  party  or  as- 
sociation of  persons,  then  that  they  may  discover  and  set 
forth  the  dilfcrent  parties  or  persons  who  maintain  and 
carry  on  the  several  parts  and  portions  of  said  line,  and 
under  what  understanding  or  agreement  the  same  is  carried 
on  in  separate  parts  or  portions  by  the  several  parties  in- 
terested or  concerned  therein ;  and  more  particularly  what 
interest  the  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  may  have  in  the 
said  s.»veral  portions  of  said  line,  or  any  or  either  of  the 
said  portions,  whether  as  proprietors,  lessors,  lessees,  con- 
tractors, contractees,  or  otherwise;  and  if  there  be  no  pro- 
fessed through  line  of  transportation  of  passengers  or  freight 
from  city  to  city  as  aforesaid,  then  to  discover  whether  there 
is  not,  nevertheless,  an  actual  line  by  which  passengers  and 
freight,  or  the  one  or  the  other,  are  in  fact  transported  from 
city  to  city  as  aforesaid,  by  the  transfer  of  such  passengers 
or  freight  from  one  carrier  to  another,  or  in  some  other  and 
what  manner ;  and  that  the  defendants  may  discover  what 
number  of  passengers,  and  what  amount  of  freight  have  re- 
spectively been  transported  on  the  said  route  from  city  to 
city  as  aforesaid ;  and  about  what  number  of  passengers  and 
what  amount  of  freight  are  now  being  transported  daily  or 
weekly  from  city  to  city,  at  this  present  time;  and  under 
what  designations  or  names  the  said  transportation  is  being 
carried  on ;  and  what  rates  of  fare  and  freight  are  charged 
for  such  transportation ;  and  that  the  said  defendants  may 
set  forth  and  discover  all  and  every  agreement  and  agree- 
ments by  them,  or  any  of  them,  made  with  any  other  person 
or  persons,  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  freight 
across  said  line  of  railroad,  giving  the  names  of  the  persons, 
with  whom  such  agreements  may  respectively  have  beei 
made,  and  setting  forth  the  said  agreements  in  full. 

And  that  the  said  defendants  and  each  and  every  of  them, 
and  their  confederates,  contractors,  agents,  and  servan 
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may  be  decreed  to  desist  and  refrain  from  further  transport- 
ing, or  aiding  or  assisting  in  the  transportation  of  passengers 
or  merchandise  from  city  to  city,  between  the  cities  of  New 
York  and  Philadelphia;  and  that  the  said  defendants,  the 
Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  Company  and  the  Cam- 
den and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  and  their  confederates, 
contractors,  and  agents,  may  be  severally  decreed  to  desist 
and  refrain*  from  further  permitting  or  allowing  their  re- 
spective railroads,  engines,  cars,  or  machinery,  to  be  used  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  any  such  transportation  of  pas- 
sengers or  merdiandise  from  city  to  city,  between  the  said 
cities,  or  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  or  assisting  in  the  trans- 
f*ortation  of  passengers  or  merchandise  between  the  said 
cities  from  city  to  city ;  and  that  any  agreements  or  arrange- 
'^ents  made  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  for  that  purpose, 
nifty  be  declared  null  and  void ;  and  that  the  said  corpora- 
tion   defendants,  their  confederates,  contractors,  and  agents, 
y^^^y  be  severally  decreed  to  desist  and  refrain  from  forward- 
^^S>  and  from  aiding  or  assisting  to  forward,  and  from  per- 
'^^^ting  or  allowing  to  be  forwarded,  by  way  of  the  said 
*"^ilroad  or  any  part  thereof,  from  any  point  or  place  in  this 
*^^^t€  to  any  other  point  or  place  in  this  state,  any  passengers 
^^  Unerchandise  which  are  or  may  be  in  the  course  of  trans- 
J^^t^tion  from  city  to  city,  between  the  said  cities  of  New 
^  ^rk  and  Philadelphia ;  and  that  all  the  said  other  defend- 
^^ta  may  be  severally  decreed  to  desist  and  refrain  from 
^^ding  and  abetting  the  said  corporate  defendants,  or  either 
^^   them,  in  any  such  forwarding  of  freight  or  merchandise ; 
^*^4  that  by  the  decree  of  this  honorable  court,  the  defend- 
^^^te  and  each  of  them,  together  with  their  confederates, 
^^^^tractors,  and  agents,  may  be  enjoined,  restrained,  and 
^5^1iibited  from  doing  any  act  or  acts  for,  or  towards,  or  in 
^^d  of  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  merchandise  be- 
^'^een  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  by  way  of  said  railroad, 
^tJier  by  using  or  permitting  to  be  used  the  different  sec- 
*Oii8  thereof  for  that  purpose,  in  connection  with  each  other, 
^^  by  osing  the  said  railroad  or  any  part  thereof  in  conneo- 
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tion  with  any  steamboat  or  steamboats ;  and  that  the  said 
corporation  defendants  may  be  restrained  and  prohibited 
from  permitting  their  respective  roads,  or  any  section  or  sec- 
tions thereof,  to  bo  used  for  any  such  hist  mentioned  purpose ; 
and  that  said  defendants,  respectively,  and  their  confederates, 
respectively,  may  l)e  enjoined  and  restrained  from  perform- 
ing, aiding,  or  contributing  to  the  transportation  of  passen- 
gers or  freight  from  city  to  city  aforesaid,  across  the  said 
railroad,  and  upon  steamboats  running  in  connection  there- 
with, by  any  other  device  or  contrivance  whatsoever ;  and 
that  the  said  defendants  may  l;e  severally  enjoined  and  re- 
strained from  using  the  said  railroad  between  Camden  an^.l 
Port  ilon mouth  in  any  other  manner,  so  as  to  compete  in 
business  with  the  raih'oads  of  your  orators;  and  that  tho 
said  corporation  defendants  may  pay  to  your  oratoi's  all  such 
damages  a.s  your  oi'ators  may  have  sustained  by  their  unlaw- 
ful acts  in  the  premises,  and  that  an  account  may  be  takeix 
to  ascertain  the  amount  of  said  damages;  and  that  yoiin:" 
orators  may  have  such  other  or  further  relief  as  to  yoirac — 
honor  shall  seem  UK^et,  and  shall  be  agreeable  to  equity  aii*.^ 
good  conscience. 

Affidavits  and  exhibits  were  annexed  to  the  bill  in  su  j^'  ^- 
port  of  its  material  charges.  Answers  were  filed  b}'  all  t:t":^e 
defendants.  Depositions  having  been  taken,  the  cause  is 
now  heard  u['on  the  pleadings  and  proofs. 

J.  P,  Stockton^  for  thei  complainants. 

I  shall  assume  as  settled,  the  points  assumed  upon  ^^  lie 
former  hearing,  and  which  I  do  not  consider  as  open. 

1.  That  there  is  an  existing  and  valid  contract  betw«^on 
the  complainants  and  the  state. 

2.  That  the  complainants  have  not,  by  consent,  relinquis-^^ 
any  of  the  rights  secured  by  said  contract. 

3.  That  this  court  has  jurisdiction,  and  is  the  proper  tri- 
bunal to  protect  the  complainants  in  the  enjoyment  of  t--1ieir 
franchises. 
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If  the  complainants  are  seeking  their  rights  in  a  proper 
manner  by  the  supplemental  bill,  our  inquiry  will  be  con- 
fined to  three  points. 

1.  The  nature  and  extent  of  complainants*  franchise. 

2.  The  fact  and  the  manner  of  their  disturbance. 

3.  The  nature  and  kind  of  relief  to  which  they  are  en- 
titled. 

As  preliminary,  I  insist  the  complainants  are  properly  in 
court  by  their  supplemental  bill.  It  states  new  facts,  and 
asks  additional  relief. 

The  great  fact  charged  in  the  original  bill  is,  that  the 
Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  was  being  constructed 
to  be  used  in  violation  of  the  chartered  rights  of  the  com- 
plainants, as  a  means  of  transportation. 

The  answer  denied  any  intention  to  violate  our  rights. 
The  defendants  went  further,  and  alleged  that  the  road  waw 
^<^t  a  public  highway,  and  could  not  be  used  by  other  par- 
^^^s,  without  their  consent,  to  violate  our  rights. 

By  our  supplemenUil  bill  and  proofs,  we  establish  the  fact 
that  freight  and  merchandise  have  been  carried  over  the 
^oads  between  the  cities.  We  ask,  therefore,  not  only  the 
^P^cific  relief  prayed  for  in  the  supplemental  bill,  but  such 
general  relief  as  we  may  be  entitled  to. 

A  supplemental  bill  is  the  proper  mode  of  bringing  before 
^he  court  the  whole  ground  of  comphiint,  and  to  obtain  the 
•^♦^istance  of  the  court,  either  to  aid  the  complainants  in  ob- 
^^ining  the  relief  sought  by  the  original  bill,  or  new  and 
^'J^litioual  relief.  Stori/s  Eq.  PL,  §  336;  Candler  v.  rettit, 
^^^(lige  168 ;  2  Madd.  405 ;  FAjar  v.  Cleoent/er,  2  Greens 
J'^-  H.  259,  464;  *S;  C,  1  Ibid,  261 ;  Jones  v.Vo/ic^,  3  At/:. 

^'  The  nature  and  extent  of  the  complainants'  franchise, 
■^be  view  of  the  Chancellor  upon  this  point  will  be  found  in 
^uth  point  of  his  opinion  delivered  on  the  former  argu- 
'^'"'^t.    2  McCarter  21, 

I     -^^Ut  I  insist  that  the  essential  element  of  a  competing 
^^»ie88  m  a  railway  used  for  the  transportation  of  mer- 
-  ^Ol.  I.  2  F 


the 
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cliandise  across  the  state.  It  is  a  railroad  or  roads,  and  m 
the  line  of  communication.  It  is  a  railroad  within  ar 
across  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  It  is  a  road  or  roadn  used  f< 
the  purpose  of  transportation  between  the  cities,  not  extenc 
ing  from  city  to  city,  but  any  portion  of  the  distance  betwe( 
them. 

The  only  condition  to  be  fulfilled  to  bring  a  road  with! 
the  prohibition  is,  that  it  should  be  used  in  the  through  tran 
portation,  no  matter  how  it  may  be  so  employed.  Bostc 
and  Lowell  R,  Co,  v.  Salem  and  Lowell  R.  Co,,  2  Gray  4 
Pontchartrain  R,  Co,  v.  New  Orleans  and  CarroUton  R.  Cc 
11  Louisana  R,  254 ;  Act  of  ith  Feb,,  1830,  §  2,  11,  10,  23. 

All  that  the  statute  could  prohibit  or  protect  was  the  rai 
way  across  the  state.  They  mean  from  water  to  water 
that  is  all  they  could  mean.  The  railway  is  declared  a  pul 
lie  highway.  The  grant  is  of  a  road  across  the  state.  Tl; 
prohibition  is  of  roads  to  compete  with  that.  Charter  < 
Cajial  Co.  (Laws  of  1830,  p.  73,  83,)  §  2,  11 ;  Act  of  Feb.  3f 
1831,  ^2;  Act  of  2d  March,  1832,  §  2 ;  Act  of  1830,  §  24 
Act  of  1831,  §  7 ;  Richmond  R.  Co.  v.  TheLouUa  R.  6b.,  1 
How.  85,  dissenting  opinion  of  Curtis,  J. ;  CoUcdge  v.  Hart] 
G  Welshy,  UurhL  f^  G.  205. 

The  object  of  the  legislature  was  to  prot<^ct  the  con 
pany  from  railroad  competition.  By  the  act  of  1854,  ili 
intent  of  all  previous  acts  and  legislation  of  the  state  is  di 
clared  to  be  fully  and  effectually  to  protect  the  business  < 
the  companies  from  railroad  comj>etition  between  Now  Yor 
and  Philadelphia.     A<:i  of  1854,  §  4 ;  Act  of  1830,  §  7,  24. 

II.  The  fact  and  manner  of  the  disturbance  of  the  frai 
chise. 

1.  The  defendants*  road  has  been  used,  by  their  own  ai 
mission,  to  transport  soldiers,  horses,  and  munitions  of  wa 
The  fact  that  it  was  done  by  order  of  the  secretary  of  wa 
makes  it  no  less  a  violation  of  our  franchise. 

2.  The  affidavits  annexed  to  the  supplemenuxl  bill  an 
the  admission  of  the  answer,  show  that  there  is  in  existen< 
a  line  or  lines  of  transportation,  both  for  freight  and  passei 
gei-s,  between  Philadelphia  and  New  York,  by  meana  of  tl 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1863.  339 


&  Bar.  Canal  and  C.  &  A.  R.  A  T.  Co.  v.  Rar.  A  Del.  Bay  R.  Co.  et  al. 


endants'  road.     And  that  the  road  is  used  for  the  trana- 
•tation  of  passeiigera  and  freight  "  between  the  cities  by 

1  way"  across  the  state,  in   whatever  sense  those  words 
y  be  used. 

$.  They  admit  that  the  Philadelphia  and  Eastern  Trans- 
•tation  Company  have  an  office  in  the  city,  and  carry  on 
J  business  of  transportation  between  the  cities,  and  that 
jy  are  responsible  for  the  acts  of  which  we  complain. 
4.  They  admit  that  they  are  directly  disturbing  our  fran- 
ise  by  transporting  from  Camden  and  from  Philadelphia 
Port  Monmouth,  and  Irom  Camden  to  New  York  ;  and 
L8  line  carries  the  passengers  and  freight  over  the  roads 
tween  the  cities. 

Jt  matters  not  by  whose  order  the  wrongful  act  was  done, 
is  not  alleged  that  the  government  have  taken  military 
ssesvsion  of  the  road ;  if  it  were  so,  it  would  be  no  excuse 
'  a  third  party,  nor  relieve  them  from  responsibility  for 

2  violation  of  our  rights.     The  government  has  no  power, 
making  it  a  post  or  military  road,  to  affect  our  franchise. 

rew8bury  and  Birm.  R.  Co.  v.  The  London  and  iV.  W.  R, 

.,  17  Adol  4-  Ellin  {N.  S.),  G69,  670. 

The  pleadings  and  evidence  clearly  show  a  direct  viola- 

'11  of  our  franchise,  and  that  the  junction  of  the  two  roads 

8  effected  with  that  very  object  in  view. 

But  it  is  said — 

1.  That  it  is  not  a  competing  business. 

2.  That  the  business  is  so  insignificant  as  not  to  entitle  us 
the  interference  of  the  court. 

The  maxim  "  de  minimvi  non  curat  lex  "  never  applies  to  the 
Bitive  and  wrongful  invasion  of  one's  property.  Every  in- 
•y  to  a  legal  right  is  a  wrong.  Seneca  Road  Co.  v.  Au- 
-rnR.  Cb.,5  BiU  170,  175;  Broovis  Leg.  Max.  152,  155; 
^nruddock'a  ca^e,  5  Rep,  101,  6;  King  v.  The  Rochdale 
»-,U  AdoL  4*  EUift  {N.  S.),  136 ;  Washburn  on  Easeineats, 
9,229,569;  2MacL(SfGor.  243;  Webb  v.  The  Portland 
'<^nufg  Co.,  3  Sumn.  189,  197. 
The  defendants  are  answerable  for  the  illegal  use  of  their 
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road  made  by  others,  because  they  have  themselves 
that  their  road  was  not  a  public  highway,  and  coul 
used  by  others  without  their  consent.  Hex,  v.  J 
Carr.  4*  Payne  292;  Brice  v.  Dorr,  3  McLean  583 
J*Jxr8  V.  Holcovibe,  4  McLean  310;  -ffo^^r  \,  Em 
How,  607. 

If  they  had  leased  both  the  roads,  they  are  liable 
injury  done  by  their  lessees.  MiUington  v.  Fox, 
4-  a  338,  353. 

They  have  constituted  the  transportation  compj 
agents  to  carry  on  this  business,  and  are,  therefore^ 
us.  Story  on  Ag&ncy  452  ;  Smith's  Mooter  and  Ser 
J  54. 

They  cannot  do  indirectly,  or  by  circuitous  con 
what  they  cannot  do  directly.  York  and  Marylc 
R,  Co.  V.  Winans,  17  How.  30. 

They  cannot  escape  liability  except  by  an  act  of  1 
lature.  7  Clark  <^  Finnelly  509 ;  Huzzy  v.  Field, ! 
Mees.  iSf  Ros.  442 ;  Chapnan  v.  The  Mad  River  and 
Co.,  6  Ohio  State  R.  120 ;  Robbins  v.  Hardcastle,  ! 
it  Fant  252. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  lease.  13  Gray  128 ;  4 
]17;  44  Maine  362]  26  Vt.  717;  27  Vt.  370;  Re 
Railways  430. 

If  the  wrongful  acts  of  the  defendants  are  tolei 
stnte  as  well  as  the  complainants  are  injured.  We 
termors  ;  the  state  has  the  reversion.  We  should  bi 
able  to  the  state  for  permitting  destruction  of  the 
We  are  trustees,  bound  to  protect  cestui  que  tru^t 
V.  Norfolk  R.  Co.,  5  Gray  170;  3  Young  ^  CoU.  2. 
field  on  Railways  494,  411,  §  179  ;  1  Stockt.  507. 

If  a  railroad  h;is  been  constructed  and  used,  v 
carried  passengers  and  freight  which  would  othen 
sought  the  complainants'  road,  or  if  they  have  adv 
through  route,  and  a  single  passenger  or  ton  of 
dise  has  been  carried  over  that  route,  they  have  vio! 
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franchise.     4  Comyn^s  Dig,  '"Piscary"  B ;  2  Beas,  94,  96; 
Huzzey  v.  Fieldy  2  Cromp,  Mees,  4*  Pos.  442. 

There  is  no  lawful  purpose  to  which  the  road  can  be  put. 
They  have  exceeded  their  powers.  The  road  was  illegally 
and  fraudulently  located.  9  Harris  126.  The  answers  of 
both  parties  avow  that  t;hey  deviated  from  the  route  desig- 
nated by  the  legislature  to  reach  the  city  of  Philadelphia. 
They  are  mere  trespa^ers,  acting  without  legal  authority  in 
the  construction  of  their  road.  Chamberlaine  v.  Chester  li, 
Co.,  1  Wdsby,  Hurlst  ($•  G,  876,  877. 

III.  As  to  the  relief  to  which  the  complainants  are  enti- 
tled, we  ask  that  the  nuisance  be  abi  ted.  It  exists  against 
law  and  by  fraud  practised  on  the  court.  The  court  will 
order  it  «abated,  or  by  mandatory  injunction  forbid  it  to  be 
continued. 

The  court,  on  the  former  hearing,  refused  to  enjoin  the  con- 
^f ruction  of  the  road,  on  the  ground  that  the  answers  of  the 
defendants  expressly  denied  their  intention  to  violate  the 
chartered  rights  of  the  complainants.  The  evidence  shows, 
notwithstanding  that  the  road  has  been  used  in  such  viola- 
tion, and  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  defendanis. 
This  conduct  has  been  a  contempt  of  justice  and  an  aftront 
to  the  court. 

The  court  will  use  its  power  most  vigorously  for  the  vin- 
^Jioaiion  of  the  complainants'  rights.  Ea'd  v.  DeHart,  1 
^erm.  287  ;    Washburn  on  Easements  578. 

The  court  may  abate  as  well  as  prevent  nuisances,  in  clear 
^Hs«'s.     Drewnj  on  Inj.  176-7,  260;  2  Atk,  83. 

At  the  former  hearing  we  were  clearly  entitled  to  an  in- 
J^^nction  to  prevent  the  construction  of  the  road,  if  it  was 
^^tended  to  be  used  to  our  injury ;  if  we  had  that  right  then, 
^'^  have  now  the  right  to  abate  it.  The  court  is  bound  to 
^^  that  the  defendants  do  not  pi'ofit  by  their  own  wrong. 
^Vo/o/i  Turnpike  lioad  v.  lij/der,  1  Jokm,  Ch,  li.  Gil. 

^Ve  were,  on  filing  the  bill,  entitled  to  prevent  the  con- 
^* Auction  of  the  road  as  the  mean.s  oi  protection  against  its 
^'*^.    Atki/ns  V.  KinnicTy  4  Excheq.  776;  Dendyw  Eeadir- 

2f* 
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son,  11  Excheq.  192 ;  Tallia  v.  Tallis,  1  Ellis  (^  Black,  391 ; 
Whittenwre  v.  Cutter^  1  Gall,  429 ;  Hall  v.  BainbridgCj  5 
^rfoi.  4-  J?«w,  (iV.  /S.),  233. 

Williamson,  for  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad 
Company. 

No  great  pecuniary  interest  is  involved  in  the  immediate 
result.     The  contest  is  mainly  for  principle. 

The  bill  claims  not  only  a  right  to  the  through  business, 
but  also  to  the  intermediato  business  between  the  cities. 
•  1.  The  defendants  deny  the  grant  of  such  rights  as  are 
claimed  by  the  bill. 

2.  They  insist  that  such  grant,  if  made,  is  unconstitutional. 

3.  The  prohibition  extends  to  the  use  only,  not  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  road. 

4.  The  location  of  the  defendants'  road  wa.s,  by  their 
charter,  referred  to  the  discretion  of  the  directors,  and  can- 
not be  interfered  with. 

5.  The  complainant>s  had  acquiesced  in  the  action  of  tbe<-= 
defendants,  and  were  too  late  in  their  application  for  relief. 

The  court  have  already  decided  that  the  prohibition  ex—  . 
tends  to  the  tifte  only,  and  not  to  the  construction  of  tb*-  . 
road.     As  a  corollary  oi  that  projX)sition,  we  insist — 

1.  That  the  construction  of  those  roads,  and  the  transpor^^- 
ation  of  passengers  over  them,  do  not  necessarily  constitut^^ 
any  violation  of  the  complainants'  rights. 

2.  That  the  injunction  ought  not  to  be  granted,  mere  '. 
b(H!ause  the  road  may  be  perverted  to  an  illegal  use. 

3.  That  lull  protection  can  be  given  to  the  complainan  ^^ 
rights  by  an  injunction  restraining  the  i4se  of  the  road. 

The  great  object  of  the  original  bill  was  to  restrain  t-  T 
ifse  only.  The  complainant^s  now  ask  more.  They  seek  t_  1: 
utter  destruction  of  the  road.  The  original  bill  w%'\s  filei  ^ 
July,  1802.  The  defendants  commenced  running  their  ro^  ■ 
in  August,  1802.  The  complainants  stopped  proceedi^"»  Ir 
until  the  9th  of  June,  1863,  and  now  in  December,  iS-t** 
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seventeen  months  after  the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  they 
Reek  the  destruction  of  the  defendants'  road. 

The  object  of  the  supplemental  bill  was  to  bring  before  the 
court  facts  which  had  occurred  since  the  filing  of  the  origi- 
nal bill.  There  is  no  further  proof  as  to  any  fact  in  the 
original  bill;  it  is  confined  to  matter  in  the  supplemental 
bill. 

No  one,  on  reading  the  bill  or  supplemental  bill,  would  im- 
agine that  the  claim  of  the  complainants  extended  to  local 
business.  In  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  local  business  is  not 
alluded  to. 

As  to  the  efiect  of  the  word  "  between,"  in  the  charter  of 
tlxQ  complainants,  it  may  mean  either  the  entire  distance 
*^'oixi  city  to  city,  or  any  portion  of  said  distance.  13  How. 
"*^,  83,  85.  We  must  give  to  it  the  interpretation  which  the 
legislature  intended.  Counsel,  themselves,  give  difierent 
^*^*=^aning  to  the  word  in  diflferent  parts  of  the  original  and 
''^^pplemental  bills.  The  legislature  have  attached  different 
^^Hnings  to  it.  Act  of  1831,  §  3 ;  Act  of  1837,  §  3 ;  ^c^  of 
1842. 

It  is  urged  that  the  appropriate  redress  is  by  destroying 
^^^i*  road.  Such  relief  could  only  be  asked  on  the  assump- 
^^^n  that  their  construction  of  the  law  is  right. 

If  the  construction  of  the  road  is  legal,  it  is  not  a  nuisance. 
In  attempting  to  abate  a  nuisance,  the  court  will  not  need- 
*^^sly  do  injury  to  any  one.  All  that  will  be  done  will  be  to 
?^^ve  the  complainants  the  relief  to  which  they  are  clearly 
^^^titled,  without  needlessly  prejudicing  the  interests  of  the 
^^fendants. 

It*  the  directors  of  the  defendant  corporations  have  sworn 
^•'^^•^e,  why  should  the  property  of  the  stockholders  be  sacri- 
ficed? 

As  to  the  extent  of  remedy.  9  Faige  575 ;  1  Ibid.  197  ; 
1  GaU.  429. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  court  should  destroy  the  road  by 
^^y  of  abating  the  nuisance,  because  the  defendants  have 
ft^udulently  located  their  road,  not  only  in  violation  of  the 
^^^*rter,  but  for  the  express  purpose  of  violaUug  \ii^  qoxbl- 
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plainants'  chartered  rights.  The  complaint  is  that  the  road 
is  not  located  on  a  direct  line.  The  answer  avers  that  the 
deviation  is  only  a  disUmce  of  four  miles  from  a  straight 
line  between  the  beginning  and  ending  points.  The  cases 
upon  this  point  were  cited  upon  the  former  argument. 

The  defendants  admit  that  they  approached  the  city  of 
Philadelphia  as  near  as  they  could  consistently  with  their 
charter.  The  charge  of  fraud  is  utterly  denied.  As  early 
as  the  18th  of  March,  1861,  they  gave  the  complainants  dis- 
tinct notice  of  their  intention.  No  attempt  was  made  to 
interfere  with  the  operations  of  the  defendants  until  July, 
1862.  A  party  cannot  lie  by  and  permit  another  to  expend 
his  money  on  a  great  enterprise,  and  then  invoke  the  power 
of  the  court  for  its  destruction. 

Nor  can  the  complainants  complain  of  the  mislocation  of 
the  road.     If  wrong  is  done,  let  the  state  complain. 

We  have  the  answers  of  all  the  defendants,  clear  and  ex- 
plicit, that  they  selected  the  best  route  for  the  road  author- 
ized in  their  charter,  so  far  as  the  character  of  the  ground 
i^  concerned. 

But  suppose  the  road  to  be  improperly  located,  how  much  _ 
of  it  is  to  be  demolished  ?  Will  the  court  say  where  the 
road  is  to  be  built;  where  the  point  of  intersection  of  the 
two  roads  shall  be?  Why  did  not  complainants  show  where=* 
the  road  ought  to  be  located,  or  what  better  point  of  intersec  — 
tion  could  be  selected  ?  No  such  remedy  as  is  now  asked  for^za 
has  been  granted  in  any  of  the  cases  cited  and  relied  uj)0i — i 

As  to  the  character  and  extent  of  the  complainants'  rights^ 

The  complainants  insist  that  carrying  a  single  passeng^"" 
or  a  ton  of  merchandise  on  any  portion  of  these  roads,  is 
violation  of  their  franchise. 

We  insist  that  all  the  complainants  are  entitled  to, 
protection  from  competition  in  the  transportation  of  m  -^^^j 
chandise  from  city  to  city.    Act  of  Feb.  ^th,  1830,  §  24.    tl*h 
language  of  this  act  admits  of  no  doubt.     Act  of  Feb.     3<:> 
1831,  §  2,  stipplernent  to  Canal  ojct;  act  of  Feb,  4,  1831,  S     ^; 
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7,  supplement  to  Railroad  charter.     Thus  far  specific  pro- 
tection is  given.     Nothing  is  said  of  competition. 

The  act  of  March  2d,  1832,  §  2,  first  uses  the  word  coyn- 
pete.  The  phrase  is,  "  which  shall  be  intended  or  used  for 
t*he  transportation  of  passengers  or  merchandise  between  the 
oities  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  or  to  compete  in  busi- 
ness with  the  railroad  authorized  by  the  act  to  which  this 
supplement  is  relative." 

The  word  "or"  may  be  read  "and,"  or  may  be  omitted. 
The  legislature  never  intended  to  protect  intermediate  travel 
or  business. 

The  act  of  March  16th,  1854,  by  its  preamble,  shows  that 
the  design  of  the  act  was  to  protect  the  company  from  com- 
petition in  its  through  business  from  city  to  city.  This  act, 
on  the  face  of  it,  is  a  concession  by  the  companies  to  the 
state,  which  in  return  granted  privileges  to  the  company. 
By  the  terms  of  the  act  the  legislature  give  construction  to 
prior  acts.  The  company  accepted  the  acts,  and  thus  as- 
sented to  the  legislative  construction. 

A  competing  line  is  a  rival  line.  The  defendants'  road  is 
iiot  so  in  any  sense.  No  amount  of  freight  or  number  of 
passengers  worthy  of  notice,  are  carried  over  it.  A  line 
^'hich  requires  detectives  to  discover  its  freight  business,  and 
^bich  requires  a  day  and  a  half  to  pass  from  city  to  city,  is 
liot  a  competing  line. 

The  answer  states  that  troops  were  carried  by  order  of 
^e  secretary  of  war.  This  was  responsive  to  the  bill.  The 
J^oad  is  under  the  control  of  the  secretary  of  war. 

As  to  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  acta  under  which  the 
^noplainants  claim  their  exclusive  franchise.  Constitution 
0/  th  U,  S.,  Art.  1,  §  8 ;  Gibbons  v.  Ogdcn,  5  Peters  Cond. 
-fi-  562;  Ibid.  566-7.  See  opinion  of  Johnson,  J.,  as  to  the 
Dieaning  of  the  word  "  Com7mrce;'  Ibid.  589 ;  CiUj  of  Neio 
W-  v.  Miln,  11  Peters  104 ;  Opinion  of  Story,  J.,  Ibid. 
154, 58, 61 ;  7  How.  401,  7, 12,  32,  64 ;  Corfield  v.  Cori/ellf 
4  Washington  C.  C.  R.  378. 
The  charter  of  the  complainants  regulates  the  intercourse 
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between  the  states.  It  declares,  in  effect,  that  no  person  shall 
travel  or  transport  goods  by  way  of  the  Delaware  Bay  Rail- 
road. If  this  court  restrain  passengers  or  freight  from  going 
on  that  road,  will  it  not  be  an  exercise  of  the  power  to  regulate 
commerce  between  the  states?  1  U,  S,  Stat,  at  Large  686; 
2  Ibid.  578,  103,  ch.  XIII,  261,  §  1,  2;  3  Ibid.  405;  4 
Ibid.  188;  Coiistitntion  of  U,  S.,  Art  /F,  §  2;  3  Stoi-yB 
Com.  673,  ch,  40,  §  1798-9;  Act  of  Confederation,  Art.  IV; 
Groves  V.  S laughter,  15  Peters  515-16;  Livingston  v.  Van 
Iiigiiiy  9  Johfhs.  B.  526 ;  Conner  v.  Elliottj  18  How,  591-3 ; 
Corfidd  V.  CoryeU,  4  Wash.  C,  C.  R,  380. 

Browningy  for  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Com- 
pany. 

The  privileges  claimed  by  the  complainants  were  conferred 
on  the  joint  companies  by  the  act  of  March,  1832,  §  2.  On 
the  19th  of  March,  1852,  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  Railroad 
Company  was  incorporated  with  power  to  make  a  branch  to 
Batsto.  On  the  3d  of  March,  1854,  the  Rarit^in  and  Dehiware 
Bay  Company  were  incorporated  with  power  to  construct  \ 
railroad  from  RariUin  to  Delaware  bay.  The  route  prescribed 
necessarily  crosses  the  track  of  the  Camden  and  Atlantic 
Riiih'oad.  By  the  act  of  March,  1854  (supplement  to  the 
joint  companies  act),  their  exclusive  privileges  were  extended 
to  1809,  with  a  declaration  in  the  preamble  of  what  they 
consisted.  This  supplement  was  passed" after  the  incorpora- 
tion of  the  defendant  companies.  If  the  supplement  en- 
larges the  rights  of  the  joint  companies,  such  extension  can- 
not interfere  with  the  corporate  rights  of  the  defendants. 

In  1862,  a  connection  was  about  to  be  formed  between  the^ 
Batsto  branch  and  the  Delaware  Bay  road  at  Atsion.  Th^= 
complainants'  bill  was  then  filed  to  prevent  the  junction  orrr 
the  roads.  The  injunction  w\as  denied.  In  1863,  the  sup 
]>lemental  bill  was  filed  to  restrain  the  use  of  the  road,  on  th-^ 
ground  that  the  use  complained  of  is  a  violation  of  the  cora^* 
plainants'  exclusive  privileges. 
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Upon  the  motion  for  the  preliminary  injunction  the  court 
held— 

1.  That  the  construction  of  these  roads  is  no  violation  of  the 
contract  of  the  stJite  with  the  complainants. 

2.  That  the  connection  of  the  roads  at  Atsion  would  be  no 
iriolation  of  the  contract. 

3.  That  the  defendant  corporations  may  lawfully  use  the 
ooDnect^d  railway  in  carrying  passengers  and  merchandise 
l>etween  any  points  in  New  Jersey. 

No  use  which  confines  itself  wholly  to  New  Jersey  is  a 
^competition  in  business  with  the  complainants  within  the 
^^eaning  of  that  contract.  Through  business  alone  is  pro- 
hibited. This  conclusion  is  fully  sustained  by  authority.  All 
S^^nts  to  corporations,  especially  of  exclusive  privileges,  are 
^o  be  construed  strictly,  and  nothing  can  be  taken  by  impli- 
^tion.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hoboken  L.  and  L  Co.,  2  Beas.  81,  94. 
•*^at  decree  was  sustained  on  appeal. 

The  compkinants,  then,  can  take  nothing  by  implication. 
^^  there  be  a  doubt  as  to  the  extent  of  their  privileges,  they 
*^il  in  their  claim.  Stourbridge  Canal  v.  Wheeley,  2  Barn,  c^- 
^<iolph,  792;  Mohawk  Bridge  Co.  v.  Utiea  and  Schen.  B. 
^'  Co.y  6  Paige  664 ;  lliovipson  v.  The  N.  Y.  and  Harlein 
^-  Co.^  3  Sandf.  Ch.  R.  625  ;  Perrine  v.  the  Ches.  Caned 
^^•,  9  How.  192 ;  Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge^ 
^1  -Peters  546;  Richmond  R.  Co.  v.  The  Jjoima  R.  Co.  13 
^^oio,  71. 

The  case  stands  now  substjintially  as  on  the  motion  for  in- 

J^^  Miction.     The  business  of  the  defendants  hiis  been  wholly 

^^^^^^1.     Whatever  else  has  been  done  has  been  by  others,  for 

^*iich  the  defendants  are  in  no  wise  responsible.     It  has  been 

Z^*^^   either   under  agreement  with   the   Philadelphia  and 

"^^^tern  Transportation  Company,  or  under  arrangement  with 

^^  ferry  company  at  Camden,  or  under  authority  of  the  sec- 

^tary  of  war  in  carrying  soldiers  and  munitions  of  war. 

W'hat  has  been  done  by  the  Eastern  Transportation  Com- 
P«\tiy  ^as  without  the  knowledge  of  the  Camden  and  Atlantic 
^^*3npany,  with  whom  the  agreement  was  made.     It  was  done 
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in  violation  of  their  wishes,  and  at  the  earliest  possible  mo- 
ment it  was  prohibited  by  them;  so  that  there  is  no  call  fof 
the  interference  of  this  court. 

The  Eastern  Transportation  Company  are  not  before  th^ 
court.  No  valid  decree,  therefore,  can  be  made  affecting  thfe 
validity  of  their  contract. 

The  agreement  with  the  ferry  company  was  made  year&. 
ago,  before  the  Delaware  Bay  road  was  located,  and  with  dob 
reference  to  the  operations  of  that  road.  It  was  made  in  good 
faith,  and  at  its  date  was  valid  and  legal.  The  only  objec- 
tion is  that,  when  the  connected  line  of  railway  was  made,  it^ 
operation  was  unfavorable  to  the  complainants.  The  rail- 
road company  were  the  mere  agents  of  the  ferry  company^ 
to  receive  and  pay  over  the  fare  of  the  passengers.  At  mostoi 
it  affected  only  the  fare  of  passengers  from,  or  to  Port  Mon^ 
mouth.  The  contract  does  not  extend  to  the  transportation  ocz 
passengers  from  Port  Monmouth  to  New  York.  The  througF-^ 
tickets,  which  were  proved  to  have  been  used,  were  issue*^ 
by  mistake,  and  were  afterwards  taken  up.  The  only  throug'-;^ 
business  established  by  the  evidence  is  the  carrying  of  troopr  3 
and  munitions  of  war.  This  was  done  by  request,  and  on  tlr  J 
autliority,  of  the  secretary  of  war.  The  railroad  company  re- 
ceived their  share  only  for  the  transit  between  New  York  slvt  mt 
Baltimore.  The  answer  upon  this  point  is  responsive,  ar^M- 
must  be  overcome  by  evidence.  1  dncen  742 ;  4  Faige  36St  - 
1  Beas.  408. 

The  government,  during  the  civil  w^ar,  has  declared  t-  — i 
roads  of  the  country  subject  to  military  control.  The  on~-_-? 
to  carry  soldiers  and  munitions  of  war  was  made  upon  tb-^e^ 
companies  in  connection  with  others. 

Under  an  act  of  congress,  a  general  order  was  made  by  '€.be 
president  that  the  railroad  companies  should  be  subject  to 
the  order  of  the  secretary  of  war. 

An  attempt  by  this  court  to  restrain  the  use  of  these  roads 
in  accordance  with  that  order,  would  be  a  resistance  to  the 
government.  A  refusal  by  the  companies  to  carry  troopa 
and  munitions  of  war  would  be  a  resistance  to  the  gov^^^' 
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ment.     The  defendants  were  not  bound  to  inquire  whether 
the  complainants  could  do  it  or  not. 

Transportation  for  the  government  was  not  a  common  car- 
rying of  goods.  S.  4-  B.  a,  Co,  V.  L,  ^  JSf,  W.  B,  Co.,  17 
Add,  ^  EUis  {N.  S.l  666. 

If  it  be  objected  that  the  government  had  no  power  to 
aiake  such  order,  we  answer  it  was  in  obedience  to  the  gov- 
?n}ment ;  and  even  if  it  was  an  usurped  power,  obedience 
night  have  been  compelled  by  armed  force. 

The  Camden  and  Atlantic  company  have  endeavored  to 

onform  to  the  decision  of  the  court  heretofore  pronounced. 

o  long  as  the  defendants  confine  themselves  to  local  busi- 

ess,  and  enter  into  no  agreement  for  transportixtion  from 

ty  to  city,  their  business  is  lawful.     They  have  no  connec- 

on   with  other  companies  who  are  carrying  goods,  and  are 

^t  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  the  forwarding  merchants. 

^^    are  simply  c^irriers  of  their  goods  over  our  road.     We 

^ke  no  inquiry  as  to  their  destination,  and  are  under  no 

^ligation  to  make  any.     If  freight  is  brought  to  our  depot, 

th  a  request  to  Ciirry  and  a  tender  of  freight  charges,  it  cre- 

-s  an  obligation  to  carry.     If  the  fare  of  passengers  to 

^t  Monmouth  is  tendered,  they  are  under  no  obligation  to 

^Mrer  what  their  destination  is.     These  companies  must,  by 

'eement  among  themselves,  be  engaged  in  transportation 

freight  or  passengers  from  city  to  city,  before  the  court 

lay  its  hands  upon  them.     Sandford  v.  Bailroad  Co,,  12 

iris  378 ;  Shaiyless  v.  Mayor  of  Fluladelphia,  9  Harris 

;  6  How.  382. 

either  this  court,  nor  the  state,  has  the  power  to  prohibit 

transportation  of  freight  or  passengers  upon  the  Dela* 

river,  or  RariUin  bay.    The  power  belongs  to  congress. 

constitution  confers  on  congress  the  power  to  regulate 

erce.     Passenger  Cases';   Opinion   of  McLean,   J.,    7 

399,  400;  Opinion  of  Wayne,  J.,  Ibid.  440-11 ;  Opin- 

Taney,  J.,  dissenting,  Ibid.  4G4;  State  v.  Wheelijig 

I  Co.,  13  How.  430;  Hayes  v.  Pacific  Steamship  Co., 

w.  596. 

I.         •  2g 
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Every  person  in  the  United  States  has  the  right  to  touch 
on  our  shores  to  load  and  unload.  A  necessary  right  for 
the  purposes  of  commerce,  an  incident  to  navigation,  can 
neither  be  taxed,  nor  prohibited  by  the  states.  As  a  necessary 
deduction,  all  citizens  may  navigate  the  Delaware  river  or 
Raritan  bay,  may  receive  or  discharge  passengers  at  Camden 
or  Port  Monmouth,  without  let  or  hindrance.  It  is  a  consti- 
tutional right,  which  can  neither  be  hindered,  fettered,  or 
taxed.  It  is  an  individual  right,  pertaining  to  every  citizen 
of  the  United  States. 

If  individuals,  in  prosecution  of  a  lawful  commerce,  may 
land  passengers  or  merchandise  at  Camden  or  Port  Mon- 
mouth, these  defendants,  finding  them  at  these  places  on  the 
line  of  their  road  applying  to  be  carried,  have  a  right  to 
take  them  up  and  put  them  down  anywhere  along  the  line  r 

of  their  road.    This  would  be,  so  lar  as  the  defendants  are  con 

cerned,  a  local  business,  within  the  previous  decision  of  lhi:== 
court. 

As  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  conferring  exclusive  ^ 
franchises  u[>on   the  complainants.     Sedgwick   on   Statute^,^ 
234;   Const,    U.  S.,  Art.  IV,  §  2;  Lemon  v.  The  People,  2^ 
.V.    y.   Rep.  607  ;  3  Stotys  Com.  G74,  §  1800 ;  Corjidd  - 
Coryell,  4   Wash.   C.  C  It  SSI;  9  Hanis  169;   12  'Bar,     ^ 
378;  6  How.  382;  2  Beas.  84-7 ;  Const  of  N.  /.,  Art.  I~ 
§  1 ;   Paterson  v.  The  Society,  4  Zab.  395 ;  9  Bacons  Ah 
''Statutes'  I);  1  Bl.  Com.  90;  4  Seld.  491 ;  Vattel  31 ;  P=r  - 
fendorj]  p.  8,  eh.  5,  §  1 ;  Doinats  Civil  Law,  Book  1,  tit.  i — ^ 
1 ;  Locke  on  Gov.  304-7 ;  11  Peters  466-7 ;  Opinion  of  Tan  ■  "■ 
J.,  Ibid.  548;  13  How.  71-7;   4  Wheat.  518;   3    Cnii^^t^ 
Dig.  (Greenl.  ed.)  ''Franchise;'  tit.  27,  §  29 ;  27  Vt.  \-^^ 
Redjield  on  Riilways  537,  §  1,  539,  §  3,  4  ;  2  Beas.  ^^^ 
10  Amer.  Law  Peg.  (1862)  720;  5  McLean  148. 

Vroom,  for  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  C5  ^^^^ 
pany. 

The  court,  while  protecting  the  complainants,  will  not-  ' 
necessarily  interfere  with  the  defendants.     Both  parti^^^ 
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rive  their  powers  and  rights  from  the  same  source,  and  are 
entitled  to  equal  protection. 

The  complainants  are  not  satisfied  with  the  prayer  of 
tie  original  bill,  and  now  ask  that  the  defendants'  road  be 
abated  as  a  nuisance,  mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  conduct 
of  the  defendants  has  been  fraudulent. 

Xo  such  relief  will  be  granted  unless  specially  prayed  for. 
S'torys  Eq.  PL,  §  42-3. 

No  injunction  or  ne  exeat  will  be  granted,  unless  specifically 

prayed  for.     The  defendants  might  then  shape  their  answer 

^^ri-d  evidence  accordingly.     Otherwise,  they  are  deprived  of 

tlii«  right.     Grimes  v.  French,  2  Atk.   141;  Do)'mer  v.  For- 

^<^<^zie,  3  Ibid,  124. 

1 1  is  not  the  usual  province  of  a  court  of  equity  to  abate 
^^issances.  Its  ordinary  remedy  is  preventive.  The  abating 
^*  nuisances  in  equity  is  a  recent  exercise  of  jurisdiction.  3 
^^l/lm  (s  K.  169. 

The  usual  remedy  for  public  nuisances  is  by  indictment  and 
^^^5^^1  by  jury.  Private  nuisances  will,  in  some  cases,  be  abated. 
^  -^ohm.  Ch,  i2.  611 ;  Gilbert  v.  Wickle,  4  Sandf.  Ch,  R. 
^^7  ;  3  Johns,  Ch.  B.  282;  1  Green's  Ch.  i2.  57 ;  1  Paige 
^^7  ;  9  Ibid,  675;  2  Story's  Eq.,  §  925-7;  1  Gall.  429;  8 
'''^i^n..  193;  4  Ibid.  13;  2  Atk.  83;  2  Anstmther  603;  10 
^^ice  378 ;  1  Beas.  280. 

^0  precedent  is  found,  of  any  such  decree  by  a  court  of 
^^Uity  as  is  now  asked  for. 

An  injunction  to  abate  a  nuisance  can  only  be  granted 
'^■bere  the  erection  itself  constitutes  a  nuisance,  and  not 
"^liere  the  injury  grows  out  of  the  use  of  the  erection. 

A.  wall  or  dam  which  is  itself  a  nuisance,  will  be  abated. 
""^^t  where  a  house  is  used  for  offensive  purposes,  and  the  use 
^nly  constitutes  the  injury,  the  house  will  not  be  destroyed 
^^  Hrbate  the  nuisance. 

^or  will  the  nuisance  be  abated  because  the  defendants' 
^^nduct  has  been  fraudulent,  or  because  the  court  has  been 
^ecseived  or  imposed  upon.     The  order  will  not  be  made  to 
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operate  retroactively.     The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  nc 
l)unitive. 

Mr.  Vroom  further  insisted  at  length  upon  the  point 
made  by  Mr.  Browning,  upon  the  non-liability  of  the  de 
iendants,  and  of  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  acts  conferrin 
the  exclusive  privileges  claimed  by  the  complainants. 

He  further  insisted  that  the  act  conferring  the  exclusi\i 
franchises  was  not  a  contract  between  the  stute  and  the  com 
plainants,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.     That  tb 
Dartmouth  College  case  had  carried  the  doctrine  to  its  utmo 
longth,  and  that  many  of  the  subsequent  cases  professing 
be  founded  upon  it,  were  not  law.     That  roads  and  highway 
were  a  public  necessity,  and  that  the  legislature  could  n 
deprive  itself  or  its  successors,  of  the  power  to  construct  an 
maintain  them. 

Bradley,  for  the  complainants,  in  reply. 

I  shall  argue  the  case  as  if  no  decision  had  been  ma^ 
upon  the  preliminary  motion. 

Upon  the  final  hearing,  I  shall  insist  we  are  entitled  to  Q 
injunction  upon  facts  since  developed  alone,  or  upon  a  revie^f 
of  the  whole  case,  admitting  the  preliminary  injunction  w;- 
rightfully  denied.  We  cannot  have  preventive  relief,  but\^ 
may  have  what  is  equivalent  to.it;  an  abatement  of  tU 
nuisance  by  an  order — 

1.  To  take  up  the  track.  2.  To  suppress  the  lines  of  com 
munication.  3.  To  prevent  the  parties  from  embarking  i 
business. 

The  complainants  have  such  a  contract  with  the  state  as 
alleged  in  pleading,  duly  accepted  by  the  complainants,  aM 
performed  by  them.  The  contract  is  found  in  the  act  o 
March  2d,  1832.  The  original  charters  and  sup{)lemcnt5 
with  the  act  in  question,  together  constitute  a  contract,  wit. 
various  terms  and  stipulations,  between  the  companies  an 
the  state.  The  act  of  1832  is  but  one  of  several  acts  con 
stituting  the  entire  contract.  They  have  all  been  passed  u 
jKiri  inato^iaj  and  have  been  fused  into  one  complete  an« 
connected  whole. 
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It  is  said  the  act  of  1832  is  no  part  of  the  contract,  because 

i  1  was  not  a  part  of  the  original  charter,  and  was  passed 

"^^fter  the  companies  were  called  into  being.    It  is  now,  for  the 

:^3rst  time,  insisted  that  a  contract  cannot  be  mi\de  with  a 

^:Il-^orporation  after  it  has  been  incorporated.     It  was  formerly 

:i   :m3ij*ted  that  there  could  be  no  contract  in  the  act  of  incor- 

"^nz^oration  with  a  party  having  no  legal  existence,  and  without 

.^F*^  ctual  consideration.    The  mere  acceptance  of  the  act  of  1832, 

£-'%.  ud  the  construction  of  the  road,  is  consideration  enough. 

"^^'hen  that  act  was  passed,  neither  canal  nor  railroad  were 

:^3.  jiLshed.     A  large  amount  of  expenditure  was  incurred,  and 

s-«-Xl  the  loans  to  the  companies  were  solicited  and  procured, 

s^  t-ibsequent  to  and  upon  the  faith  of  that  act.     The  evidence 

i  ix  the  cause  clearly  establishes  that  fact. 

It  is  not  only  the  companies  in  their  corporate  capacity 
t.liatare  entitled  to  protection,  but  the  stockholders  and  bond- 
tiolders  as  well. 

The  assent  to  the  act  of  1832,  was  filed  by  the  stock- 
holders of  each  company.  In  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of 
^he  act,  one  thousand  shares  were  transferred  to  the  stiite, 
^nd  the  contract  was  thus  far  executed. 

That  the  contract  is  in  form  an  enactment ^  and  not  in 
^^rms  a  contract,  is  not  material.  Similar  language  has  been 
^^U  to  be  a  contract.  President,  ^-c,  v.  lice  Trenton  City 
bridge  Co.,  2  Beas.  46;  2  Gray  31. 

But  supposing  it  is  not  a  contract,  but  a  mere  law,  the 
***8isiature  h<is  never  repealed  it,  has  assiduously  maintained 
^^,  and  repeatedly  recognized  it.  The  state  does  not  a.sk  the 
^*ourt  to  abate  a  jot  or  tittle  of  the  law.  So  frequently  has 
^he  affirmed  it,  that  it  ainnot  be  tiiken  to  be  repealed  by 
^^plication,  by  the  mere  grant  of  the  charters  of  the  defend- 
ant corporations.  It  stands  on  the  statute  book  unrepealed, 
1  ^nd  will  avail  for  our  protection. 

I  But  it  is  a  contract     What  is  its  scope  and  extent  ?    What 

\         ^ghts  does  it  secure  to  the  complainants? 
■  It  may  be  considered  as  executed  and  executory ;  t.s  exe- 

^L        ^ted,  it  is  equivalent  to  a  grant  of  lands  or  franchises,  aiialo- 
«  2a'' 
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gou9  to  a  grant  at  common  law,  of  a  market  or  ferry,  which 
to  a  certain  extent  was  exclusive.  The  king  could  not  after- 
wards grant  another  within  that  limit. 

We  were  invested  w'ith  a  franchise  of  all  travel  between  the 
two  cities.  The  original  and  subsequent  acts  all  coalesce. 
It  was  an  effort  to  subserve  the  public  interest,  to  supply  a 
great  want  of  civilization.  The  grant  was  not  only  legal  but 
wise. 

The  company  has  a  right  to  the  business  within  certain 
limits  on  both  sides  of  the  road.  The  contract,  in  this  respect, 
may  be  regarded  as  executory. 

As  to  the  effect  of  a  grant  of  a  ferry  or  market.  Charles 
Bivcr  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge^  7  Bkk,  144;  11  Peters  619^ 
630,  556,  557. 

The  act  of  1854  has  not  repealed  the  contract,  nor  is  it  a 
substitute  for  it.  It  denominates  the  previous  acts  contracts, 
but  does  not  recall  them.  It  confirms  the  act  of  1832.  That 
act  says  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  construct  any  railroad  or 
roads,  &c. ;  the  road  is  not  to  be  built.  Its  language  is,  '*  which 
shall  V)c  intended  or  used,  &c."  Intended  means  adapti'd. 
That  shows  the  intent.  The  defendants  intended  their  road 
to  be  used  for  an  illegal  purj>ose.  When  the  road  is  con- 
structed, they  say  that  ex  necosisitate  it  is  subject  to  pubhc 
uses. 

It  is  said  that  *'  or  "  may  be  read  '*  and,"  and  it  frequently  - 
is  so,  but  why?     There  must  be  a  reason  for  it. 

The  contract  is  valid.  The  legislature  had  power  to  mak^^ 
it,  as  well  Jis  to  grant  a  ferry  or  a  bridge.  The  state  maw, 
take  the  franchise  by  right  of  eminent  domain.  They  ma*^ 
j)urcha,se  the  right. 

The  crown  has  immemorially  been  accustomed  to  grat  —i 
ferries  or  markets.  Where  is  the  limit  to  the  power  of  tL  z: 
legislature  to  make  such  grant?  It  is  said  there  is  no  su«t_ 
j^ower  granted  in  the  constitution.  The  power  of  legislati  -^:= 
includes  it.  The  power  of  abrogation  does  not  render  t_-*l 
grant  void.  Tiie  legislature,  untrammeled  by  constitutio  -m:— 
limits,  may  enter  into  contracts.    The  constitution  takes  a^^^*' 
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^^:x7om  subsequent  legislatures  the  power  of  repealing  it,  but 
<~i  oes  not  limit  the  power  of  making  it.     To  enter  into  such 
ci^  contract  does  not  take  away  the  power  of  subsequent  legisla- 
ti  '■.ores.     The  constitution  does  that.    VatUVs  Latv  of  Nations, 
^ook  1,  ch.  21,  §  1,  6 ;  Sed(/wick  on  Constitutional  Law, 
So,  628;  9  Johns.  R  673-4;  17  Conn,  58;  2  Gray  32-4; 
7-  N.  Hamp.  i2.  35 ;  6  Cranch  135 ;  Hedfield  on  liailways 

In  the  Charles  River  Bridge  case  the  power  of  the  legisla- 

t  ^m^^M^x^  was  not  questioned.     It  is  difficult  to  limit  the  power  of 

t  ^i^^^  e  legislature,  or  to  say  what  it  does  not  include.     The 

o  V-jyection,  that  the  grant  of  exclusive  franchises  ties  the  hands 

o  IP   future  legislatures,  applies  equally  to  every  grant  made  by 

^Ix^  legislature. 

Mr.  Bradley  also  contended  that  the  grant  was  not  uncon- 

^  t-i  tutional,  and  did  not  discriminate  in  favor  of  the  citizens 

^"t:"  this  state,  and  against  the  citizens  of  other  states,  and  cited 

Gibbons  v.   Ogden,  9    Wheat,  203;    Wilson  v.  Blackbird 

^^*'eek  Marsh  Co.,  2  Peters  245;  People  v.  The  Saratoga  R, 

^i^  Co,,  15  Wend,  131-6;  Milner  v.  The  New  Jersey  R,  Co,, 

^  Ustice  Grier's  opinion  in  JScwark  Bridge  case;  State  v.  The 

^^^ heeling  Bridge  Co,,  13  How.  518;  2  Story  s  Com,  on  Con- 

^^^futio/i,  §  1061-4;  Sedgwick  on  Const,  Law  4;  19  Wend. 

i  3,  55 ;  3  Zab.  429 ;  20  Barb,  68 ;  3  E.  D.  Smith  440,  453. 

Couu.sel  reviewed  the  evidence  at  length  to  show,  and  con- 

^^nded  that  it  established,  that  the  transportation  of  pas- 

*^ ^tigers  and  freight  between  New  York  and  rhila<leli)hia  is 

^"iirried  on  over  the  connected  roads  of  the  defendants,  con- 

^^Tj  to  their  disclaimer  in  that  behalf  made  in  their  original 

^^Hssx^'ers,  and  that  this  is  done  by  themselves,  or  through 

^^ir  aid  and  co-»operation. 

The  answer  alleges  that  the  transportation  of  soldiers  was 

*»on^  by  request  of  the  secretary  of  war.     The  defendants 

^^  up  justification  under  authority  of  general  government. 

"^l^^y  took  order  for  leave  to  prove  the  fact.     They  were 

/^Und  to  prove  it.     The  answer  of  a  corporation  uinler  seal 

'^  no  proof,  nor  is  the  answer  responsive.     2Daniells  Ch,  Pr, 

^^S3^,  note;  1  Beas.  410;  2  Johns,  Ch,  R,  89. 
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The  defendants  cannot  do  by  piecemeal,  what  they  cai 
do  as  an  entirety.     2  Gray  39  ;  11  Louisiana  H.  257-8 

The  line  is  competing.  It  was  designed  for  this  very  ] 
pose.  The  amount  of  business  done  is  not  material.  At) 
V.  Kinniery  4  Exchcq.  780. 

The  remedy  by  injunction  to  abate  the  nuisance  is 
true  remedy.  It  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  roa 
completed.  The  defendants'  acts  are  an  invasion  of  a  c 
and  ascertained  right.  They  are  of  constant  continua 
A  constant  succession  of  actions  is  required  to  redress 
injury.  If  acquiesced  in,  their  actions  will  ripen  into  a  ri) 
will  injure  the  character  of  our  franchise,  and  render  ii 
less  value.  The  remedy  asked  is  analagous  to  an  injuuci 
to  prevent  injury  to  patents  for  invention  and  to  copyrig. 
2  St4}ry'8  Eq.,  §  625-30-36-43 ;  2  Eden  on  Inj,  ( Waterm 
271-5;  4  Johns,  Ch,  R  160;  9  Johns,  R,  585-8;  5  Jol 
Ch.  K  111-12;  1  Johyis,  Ch.  E.  615;  17  Conn,  65-6.  '. 
power  of  the  court  to  abate  the  nuisance  is  clear. 

As  to  the  remedy.  2  Eden  on  Tnj,  388,  and  not 
Drewry  on  Inj.  260;  Red  field  on  Railways  511 ;  2  StOi 
Eq.,  §V27;  Saxton  157,  518. 

As  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  We  ask  that  the  junctior 
the  roads  should  be  prevented.  We  are  entitled  to  equita 
relief  conformably  to  that  prayer.  1  Daniells  Ch,  Pr,  4 
note  1 ;  Story  s  Eq.  FL,  §  40-1-2;  Mitfords  PI,  38-9;  1 
v.  Beach,  1  Peas.  35 ;  Rennie  v.  Crombie,  Ibid  457 ;  Ba 
V.  Burton,  8  Wend.  344 ;  Wilkin  v.  Wilkin^  1  Johns,  ( 
R.  116-17. 

The  original  and  supplemental  bills  constitute  a  ui 
They  present  but  one  case.  The  prayer  is  broad  enough 
the  relief  asked.  Lingan  v.  Henderson,  1  Bland's  Ch, 
236. 

The  Chancellor.  The  complainants,  the  united  D( 
ware  and  Raritan  Canal  and  Camden  and  Amboy  Railn 
and  Transportation  Companies,  ask  to  be  protected  in  the 
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joyment  of  certain  franchises  and  exclusive  privileges  granted 
to  them  by  the  state  of  New  Jersey.    By  their  original  bill, 
they  asked  that  an  injunction  should  issue  to  prevent  the 
formation,  by  the  defendants,  of  a  continuous  line  of  convey- 
ance by  railroad  from  the  Delaware  river  to  Rar i tan  bay,  by 
a  junction  of  their  respective  roads,  which  might  be  used  for 
tie  transportation  of  passengers  or  merchandise  between  the 
cities  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  or  to  compete  in  busi- 
ness, between  the  said  cities,  with  the  railroads  of  the  com- 
plainants, or  that  might  in  any  manner  be  used,  or  intended 
to  be  used,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  true  intent  of  the 
contracts  made  by  the  state  with  the  complainants,  to  pro- 
toot,  until  the  first  day  of  January,  18G9,  the  business  of  the 
complainants'  railroad  from  competition  between  the  cities  of 
^^o\w  York  and  Philadelphia. 

The  Camden  and  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  one  of  the 
^^^ operations  which  are  made  defendants,  by  virtue  of  their 
^*^iXTter,  granted  on  the  ITth  of  March,  1852,  have  con- 
^^^"Ucted  a  railroad  from  the  city  of  Camden  through  the 
^ovinties  of  Camden  and  Atlantic,  a  distance  of  about  sixty 
^^^^il^s,  to  the  ocean  at  Absecom  inlet,  in  the  county  of  At- 
^^otic. 

The  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  Company,  the 
^^lier  defendant  corporation,  by  virtue  of  their  charter, 
S^^anted  on  the  third  of  March,  1854,  and  of  the  supplements 
^tiexeto,  were  authorized  to  construct  a  railroad  from  some 
^^itable  point  on  Raritan  bay,  eastward  of  the  village  of 
-*^eyport,  in  the  county  of  Monmouth,  through  the  counties 
^*  Monmouth,  Ocean,  Burlington,  Atlantic,  and  Cape  May, 
^^  Cape  Island,  on  the  Atlantic  ocean  ;  the  general  course  of 
^^^  route  of  the  road,  as  prescribed  in  the  charter,  being 
^o^jrly  parallel  with  the  line  of  the  sea  coast,  and  in  its  direct 
^^lirse  crossing  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  railroad  nearly 
^^ty  miles  from  Philadelphia.  At  the  time  of  filing  the 
^^^xiplainants'  bill  this  road  was  in  the  course  of  construc- 
^^ti,  and  it  is  alleged  in  the  bill  that  the  company  are  not 
^^xistructing  their  road  on  the  route  prescribed   by  their 
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charter,  but  that  the  road  is  made  to  diverge  ten  miles  to  th 
westward  of  the  direct  route  to  May's  Landing  (one  of  tt 


points  in  the  prescribed  route),  to  Atsion,  near  the  extreir — izr:^ 
northwest  corner  of  the  county  of  Atlantic,  for  the  purpo=.  ^ 
of  approaching  nearer  to  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  1 —  -rrn 

means  of  a  connection  with  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  roa  l^ 

formed  by  a  branch  road  from  Atsion  to  Jackson,  forming     .^ 
continuous   and   convenient   railroad   line  to  Camden,  "'     —  * 

thereby  interfering  with  the  chartered  rights  of  the  coi nc 

plainants.     It  is  not  suggested  that  the  granting  of  the         :3 

charters,  or  either  of  them,  by  the  legislature,  or  that  ra i.1 

roads  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  route  prescrib-       -€30 
in  these  acts  of  incorporation,  constitute  any  violation  of  t        l^e 
contract  made  by  the  state  with  the  complainants.     But  t— t© 
complaint  is  that  the  junction  thus  illegally  attempted  to         ^ 
formed  between  the  roads  of  the  defendants,  much  nearer  ^^ 

the  city  of  Philadelphia  than  was  contemplated  or  authoriz-^^^ 
by  their   charters,  will   open   a   communication  by  railro  -^::3<^^ 
and  steamboat  between  the  cities  of  New  York   and   PhiC    -^^^ 
delpliia,  which  will  compete  in  business  with  the  complaiS'  -^^^* 
ants'  railroad,  and  thereby  infringe  their  chart>ered  rights.—^  ^' 
The  Camden  and  Atlantic  company,  by  their  answer,  r^-      ' 
leged  that  they  were  authorized  to  (X)nstruct  a  branch  ro^^^^ 
from  some  convenient  point  on  their  main  road,  to  be  dete^^^^^* 
rained  upon  by  the  company,  to  Batsto,  in  the  county 
Burlington ;  that  they  located  their  branch  railroad  fro  ^^ 
Jackson  sUition,  on  the  main  line  of  their  road,  to  a  poir    ^ 
near  Atsion  (which  branch  constitutes  the  connecting  lir"^ 
of  the  two  roads  of  the  defendants)  ;  that  the  terminus 
the  Batsto  branch  at  Jackson  is  the  most  convenient  ac::^ 
proper  point  on  their  railroad  from  which  to  make  a  branc:^ 
solely  for  a  local  road  ;  that  it  is  the  most  practicable  rou'  - 
for  the  said  branch,  so  far  as  the  topography  of  the  counti^ 
is  concerned  ;  and  that  the  branch  was  so  located  because 
was  supposed  that  such  location  will  best  promote  the  inter 
est  of  the  stockholders  and  of  the  people  of  the  countie 
through  which  the  road  passes,  and  will  best  answer  the  de 
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^^ign  of  the  legislature  in  authorizing  such  branch.  They 
-^^mit  that  an  additional  reason  for  thus  locating  the  Batsto 
"■::>ranch  through  Atsion  was,  that  thereby  a  nearer  and  more 
«z3irect  communication  will  be  opened  between  Batsto  and  the 
«z=jity  of  New  York,  and  points  in  the  line  of  the  Raritan  and 
!!^Oelaware  Bay  Railroad.  They  do  not  admit,  nor  do  they 
Li3eny,  that  the. controlling  reason  for  that  location  of  the 
i^EJat.sto  branch,  was  to  aid  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay 
fcrtailroad  Company  in  their  purpose  of  approaching  nearer  to 
C.-  ie  city,  and  by  means  of  a  connection  with  the  C.imden 
=m^-  nd  Atlantic  road,  forming  a  continuous  and  convenient  lino 
c>^3  Camden. 

The  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  Company,  and 

tiiie  president  and  other  officers  of  the  company,  by  their 

;a.:i38\ver,  among  other  things,  admit  that  at  the  time  of  obtain- 

i  i^g  from  the  legislature  their  act  of  incorporation,  no  person 

-i  Kiterested  in  the  application  for  said  road,  had  any  intention 

of  con.^tructing  a  railroad  to  transport  passengers  or  mer- 

oliandise  between  the  cities  of  Now  York  and  riiiladelphia. 

Tbey  admit  that  the  road,  as  constructed,  diverges  about  ten 

^xiilcs  trom  the  direct  route  to  May's  Landing,  but  say  that 

'^Jie  location  by  way  of  Atsion,  as  at  present  located,  is  the 

niast  feasible,  expedient,  and  proper  location  for  the  railroad 

^^ontemplat^d  in. the  act  of  incorporation,  and  that  the  direct 

^"outetrom  Squankum  to  May's  Landing  was  surveyed  bydi- 

^^ction  of  the  company  and  found  to  be  impracticiible;  and 

^Uat  the  terminus  of  the  Batsto  branch   (which  iorms  the 

^-onnecting  link  between  the  two  roads)  at  Jackson,  is  the 

^o^^t  convenient  and  proper  point  on  the  Camden  and  At- 

*^ntic  road,  from  which  to  make  a  branch  solely  for  a  local 

^oail.     They  deny  that  any  agreement  has  been  made,  or  is 

^^ tended  to  be  made,  for  the  transportation  of  freight  or  pas- 

^^tjgers  between  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia. 

They  admit  that  they  and  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  Railroad 

^nipany  have  in  view  the  construction  and  perfecting,  by 

ineaus  of  their  respective  railroads  and  a  convenient  con- 

lAection  between  them,  of  a  continuous  and  convenient  line 
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of  railway  communication  across  New  Jersey,  from  the  cS»^y 
of  Camden  to  Port  Monmouth,  but  they  deny  that  they  ^^ 

any  of  them  have  in  view  the  continuation  of  said  hne,       « ^ 
either  end  thereof,  by  steamboat  transportation  to  the  cit.  -:^"^^^ 
of  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  for  the  purpose  of  using  tr^^     '^^ 
same  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  merchandise    ^^-^^^ 
a  manner  which  will  violate  any  contract  between  the  st^i^-^^-*^ 
and  the  complainants,  or  any  provisions  of  the  acts  of  i-:X         ^^* 
legislature  referred  to  in  the  complainants'  bill.     They  al*^^    ^^" 
deny  that  any  contract  or  arrangement  made  by  them  is  cs-^:>      ^ 
culated  or  intended  to  form  a  continuous  line  of  railway  con  <=>^^^^ 
muuication  between  the  said  cities,  to  compete  in  busing  ^^  -°^ 
with  the  business  of  the  complainants,  contrary  to   th^  ^J-he 
vested  rights.     They  admit  that  it  is  possible,  if  not  prohii  ^J^'hil 
ited  by  law,  that  a  line  of  communication  by  railroad  an-^^    ^^ 
steamboat  between  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Philadelphci  ^^?^'' 
might  be  opened  ;  but  they  say  that  their  railroad  is  not  ^  ^^^  ^ 
public  highway,  and  cannot  so  be  used  without  their  concur^  ^^^or- 
rence  and  consent,  and  as  they  have  made  no  arrangeme  ^^  ^^^^ 
w^hatsoever  so  to  use  the  same,  and  do  not  intend  anv  unla^  .^-s^iw- 
fill  use  of  their  road,  such  use,  if  unlawful,  cannot  be  madt^-^^^'' 
and  if  attempted,  can  be  restrained  by  the  courts.     Th^  X^*^y 
also  deny  that  they  intend  in  any  way  to  violate  the  cha  -^"^  '^^^' 
tered  rights  of  the  complainants,  or  that  they  intend  durir.^^  ^^^^9 
their  exideace,  to  violate  any  of  the  alleged  exclusive  privileg*'^^^^^ 
of  the  complainants.     And  the  defendants,  all  and  each  ► 
them,  declare  that  it  is  not  and  never  has  been  their  inte«:  ^^^^^' 
tion,  by  the  construction  of  their  railroad,  or  its  connectioi^  ^r^ns 
with  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  railroad,  or  otherwise,  to  it  M  ^^^' 
terfere  with  the  complainants'  chartered  rights,  by  competic:^  ^.°^ 
with  the  railroad  of  the  complainants  by  the  transportatic^ -•^^^^ 
of  passengers  or  merchandise   between  the  cities  of  NeS^    ^^ 
York  and  Philadelphia,  or  otherwise. 

The  answers  having  been  filed,  and  aflBdavits  taken  touc^:;^^^  fil- 
ing certain  allegations  in  the  answers,  the  case 'was  hea^E-^*^ 
upon  a  motion  for  a  preliminary  injunction  as  prayed  for  ^" 
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lie  bill  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  forming  the  proposed 
unction  between  their  respective  roads. 

The  application  was  denied  upon  grounds  which  were  briefly 
ifisigiu'd  at  the  time  of  the  decision. 

On  the  tenth  of  June,  1803,  the  complainants  filed  their 
iipplemental  bill,  charging  that  since  the  former  hearing, 
he  Raritun  and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  Company  have  com- 
leted  their  road  from  Port  Monmouth  to  At^ion,  and  in 
Z)mbination  with  the  Camden  and  xltlantic  Railroad  Com- 
Jiny  have  completed  the  branch  from  Aision  and  Jackson, 
I  id  by  means  thereof  have  connected  the  two  roads,  so  as  to 
>im  a  convenient  and  continuous  line  of  railway  from  Cam- 
r_-^n  to  Port  Monmouth,  and  have  made  arrangements,  by 
>ntract,  for  continuing  the  line  by  means  of  steamboats  be- 
veen  Port  Monmouth  and  New  York,  and  between  Camden 
"k<\  Philadelphia,  so  as  to  form  a  complete  line  of  travel  and 
•tinsportation  over  the  said  line  of  railroad  between  tht^ 
tie.<  of  Xew  York  and  Philad'.-lphia,  and  have  established 
lies  of  transportation,  both  of  freight  and  passengers,  l.»e- 
Ar-t^en  the  said  cities  by  means  of  said  line,  arnl  are  actually 
^i,i::iuvd  in  such  trans|)ortation,  in  open  and  dirert  violation 
L     the  chartered  rights  and  privilege>i  of  the  complainants. 

The  defendants  have  answered  ;  evidence  has  been  taken  ; 
nr]  the  CiUi.se  is  now  to  be  d(H;ided  upon  final  hearing. 

The  right  of  an  incorporated  company  to  be  protected  in 
'"i*"^  enjoyment  of  their  franchises,  and  the  duty  of  a  court  of 
'l^iity,  by  the  exercise  of  its  restrainfng  powei-,  to  afiord  siii'h 
'I'otection,  are  familiar  doctrines  of  this  couri.  These  prin- 
^pb>  hav«j  been  so  often  dechn-'Ml,  and  are  so  constantly  re- 
''■^gnized  in  practice,  as  to  render  their  re-afiirmaiu-e,  or  tlu^ 
■Station  of  authorities  in  their  support,  an  unnecessary  for- 
''^nlity.  They  are  freely  coiu^eded  as  the  recognized  law  of 
ut-  court.  The  power  of  the  <y)urt  is  exercisetl  for  the  pro- 
-  'ction  of  rights,  the  existe!u?<^  of  which  is  clearly  esiab- 
^•"^li*'4,  and  so  far  only  as  may  be  essential  for  the  protection 
i^t  ihoso  rights.  The  first  sui)iect  for  consideration,  therefore, 
^'oL.  1.  2  II 
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is  the  existence  and  extent  of  the  rights  for  which  protecfci  <3n 
is  asked. 

The  exclusive  privileges  claimed  by  the  complainants,  <:1*'- 
pond  mainly  upon  the  acta  of  March  2d,  1832,  and  ot  Ma-x~<-^h 
IGih,  1854.  By  the  second  section  of  the  act  of  1832,  i  t>  is 
enacted,  "  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  at  any  time  during  tilie 
said  railroad  chartei'  to  construct  any  other  railroad  or  r^>-  i  1- 
roads  in  this  state,  without  the  consent  of  the  said  corap>?=i- 
nies,  which  shall  be  intended  or  used  for  the  trans[»ortat.  i<^n 
of  passengers  or  merchandise  between  the  cities  of  New  Yoxrk 
and  Phihidelphia,  or  to  compete  in  business  with  the  railro^^d 
authorized  by  the  act  to  which  this  supplement  is  relative ^^." 

By  the  preamble  of  the  act  of  1854,  it  is  recited,  that,     try 
reason  of  existing  contracts  between  the  state  and  the  cc^  i^ti- 
l)anies,  as  set  forth  in  their  acts  of  incorporation  and  ot  li<*r 
{lets  in  relation  to  the  said  companies,  they  are  possej>se^^.    <^^ 
certain  exchisive  privileges  which  prevent  the  coiu^truct  i  «-> '^ 
except  by  their  consent,  of  any  other  railroad  or  railroads  -'^ 
this  state,  which  shall  be  intended  or  used  for  the  transpo^i't*'' 
tion  of  passenger.^  or  merchandise  between  the  cities  of  >^  *^^^' 
York  and  Philadelphia,  or  to  compete  in  business  with      tii»' 
raih'oads  of  the  said  companies.     And  by  the  first  sectioi^  ^^ 
the  act  it  is  enacted,  **  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful,  before  tlu*    1^^ 
day  of  January*  1809,  to  construct  any  other  railroatl  or  r*  =»'•* 
roads  in  this  state,  without  the  consent  of  the  said  joint  c<^^"* 
panics,  which  shall  be  used  for  the  transi)ortation  of  p{ist=^*^"' 
gers  or  merchandise  between   the  cities  of  New  York    -  ^^ 
lliiladelphia,  or  to  compete  in  business  between  the  jr=^^*'* 
cities  with  the  railroads  of  the  said  joint  companies,  or  C-   ^^^ 
mav  in  anv  manner  be  used,  or  intended  to  be  used,  for       ^^^ 
jmrpose  of  defeating  the  true  intent  of  the  act  passed  Ma  -^^      ' 
2d,   LS32,  or  of  this  act;   which  intent  and  meaning    -^^^'^ 
hereljy  declared  to  be,  fully  and  effectually  to  protect,  u^^^* 


the  1st  day  of  January,  1869,  the  business  of  the  said  j(^  ^^\ 
companies  from  railroad  competition  between  the  cities  '^ 
New  York  and  Philadelphia." 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  more  express  engagement    ^^ 
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I  le  part  of  the  state,  or  of  a  clearer  recognition  of  the  ex- 
■^  lusive  rights  of  the  companies  than  is  contained  in  these 
•«  tAtutes.  Whatever  doubts  may  be  entertained  as  to  the 
:-oiistruction  of  the  contract,  there  can  be  none  as  to  the  fact 
:>f  making  it. 

That  the  engagement  is  not  in  the  form  of  a  contract,  ron- 
Itji-s  it  none  the  less  obligatory.  It  is  the  form  in  which  thf^ 
iiith  of  the  state  is  usually  pledged,  and  in  which  contracts 
%r-ith  corporations,  touching  the  exercise  of  exclusive  fran- 
^iiises  under  legislative  authority,  are  entered  into.  The 
^-^me  form  was  adopted  in  the  grant  of  an  exclusive  franchise 
c-j  the  proprietors  of  the  bridges  over  the  rivers  Passaic  and 
^lackensack,  which  was  recognized  as  a  valid  contract  on  the 
►..art  of  the  state,  both  in  this  court  and  in  the  Court  of  Ap- 
i^^-als.     2  Beas,  81,  503. 

The  grant  is  founded  upon  a  valuable  consideration  paid 
*3.'  the  companies. 

It  was  made  as  an  inducement  to  private  enterprise  and 
•  xnvate  capital,  to  construct  an  important  highway,  required 
ox  public  travel  and  the  convenience  of  commerce,  and  which 
^x.  was  incumbent. upon  the  state  in  its  sovereign  capacity  to 
l>roviJe,  either  directly  by  its  own  means,  or  through  th<^ 
•V|>eiicy  of  others. 

Whether  the  grant  was  wise  or  injudicious  ;  whether  the 

consideration  received  for  it  was  adequate  or  inadequate,  were 

questions  exclusively  for  legislative,  not  judicial  cognizanc(*. 

These  considerations  cannot  affect  the  existence,  or  imi)air 

the  obligation  of  the  contract. 

The  obligations  created  by  the  act  of  1832  and  by  other 
^taaff'^cting  the  complainants,  were  recognized  by  the  legis- 
lature in  the  preamVjle  of  the  act  of  1854,  as  existing  con- 
tracts, conferring  upon  the  companies  exclusive  privileges, 
^'hich  prevented  the  construction  of  competing  roads,  and 
^Wch  privileges  could  be  extinguished  only  by  purchase  or 
"7  consent.     And  by  the  act  of  1854,  the  legislature  not 
^^ly  acknowledge  the  existence  and  obligation  of  the  act  of 
^832,  but,  with  the  assent  of  the  companies,  they  limit  its 
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duration,  re-affirm  its  engagements,  and  declare  its  raeaniK^^  <:?. 
It  would  seem  that  every  sanction  which  the  legishiture  co^_^«-  Id 
give  to  its  contract  with  the  companies  hiis  been  given,  »_  x^d 
that  f^very  guarantee  wdiich  could  be  required  for  the  qii.  i  ^t 
enjoyment  of  the  franchises  granted  has  been  furnished.  _-l:3y 
no  act  of  legislation,  has  the  existence  or  validity  of  -t^l::ie 
contract  been  called  in  question.  Grave  questions  h£^-"^"'6 
arisen,  and  different  opinions  have  j^revailed,  as  to  the  ccz^^  xi- 
Htruction  and  eflect  of  the  contract,  but  so  far  as  is  knov^.^  ii, 
its  obligation  has  been  by  the  h^gislature  uniformly  ackuc^  "v^*- 
ledged  and  respected.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  wo '•^'X  Id 
certainly  be  a  remarkable  spectacle  if  courts  of  justice,  wh  <ose 
pL'Culiar  duty  it  is  to  maintain  the  authority  of  laws  and  .^ir^n- 
lorce  the  obligation  of  contracts,  should  be  found  deny  i  i^g 
the  existence  and  the  obligation  of  a  contract  which  the  c^cz>m^' 
tracting  parties  admit,  and  the  binding  force  of  which  tL'-i^^^'^V 
acknowledge. 

Bui  it  is  objected  that  the  act  of  1832  is  null  and  vc^i^' 
innsmueh    as  it  di^'ogates   from   the    power  of  subsequ  *::^^'^ 
legislatures,  upon  the  familiar  princii)le  that  acts  of  pari  i**-* 
lueiit,  derogatory  fi'om  the  power  of  subsequent  parliamerx  ^-^^ 
bin«l  not.     1  Black.  Com.  90. 

TliL'  power  of  th(»  legislature  to  make  a  contract  is  b"»^^ 
denied.  It  is  an  inherent  attribute  of  sovereignty.  iTli^ 
constitution  does  not  deprive  the  legislature  of  the  power*  ^' 
contracting,  but  only  of  violating  its  contract.  The  prohi  ^^^' 
tion  is,  that  "no  state  shall  pass  any  law  impairing  tc:^^^"^ 
obligation  of  contnicts."  Independent  of  this  constitutio  ^^^^ 
j)rovision,  any  subsequent  legislature  would  have  as  0^  ^^ 
])Owei'  to  annid  the  contract,  or  to  pass  a  law  inconsistent  w  ^^ 
it,  as  the  legislature  had  to  make  it.  It  is  the  constitut^^^^ 
then,  and  not  the  contract,  that  derogates  from  the  power"^  '^ 
subsequent  legislatures. 

The  inability  of  the  legislature  to  divest  itself  or  its  succ^^^^' 
sors  of  its  sovereignty,  or  to  extinguish  the  trusts  commit"  -^'^ 
to  its  custody  for  the  pr.blic  welfare,  is  not  questioned.  E^^^ 
the  legislature  not  only  may,  but  must  determine  in  wC  ^^* 
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manner  that  sovereignty  shall  be  exercised,  and  how  those 

trusts  shall  be  executed.     It  may  not  strip  itself  of  the  power 

of  taxation,  but  it  may,  in  the  legitimate  exercise  of  its  powers, 

exempt  the  property  of  corporations  or  of  individuals  from 

trtxation  for  a  limited  time,  and  for  adequate  consideration. 

So  it  may  not  divest  itself  of  the  power  of  furnishing  neces- 

sixry  and  convenient  highways  for  public  accommodation.  But 

wLether  they  shall  be  constructed  directly  by  state  officers, 

t»y   means  furnished  from  the  public  treasury,  or  by  the 

fluency  of  public  corporations,  town3hiy)S,  cities,  or  counti(\s, 

l:>y  means  raised  by  taxation,  or  by  the  agency  of  private 

corporations,  by  means  furnished  by  private  enterprise  and 

ca.pital,  sfecured  and   stimulated  by  the  hope  of  reward,  is 

j.iurely  a  question  of  legislative  discretion.     All  these  moans 

•Aiid  agt-ncies  of  providing  highways  have  been  from  time  to 

time  adopted,  without  a  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  logis- 

l«^turo  to  resort  to  either  of  th(»m.     In  this  state  great  works 

ot'  iut^i^rnal  improvement,  requiring  large  outlays  of  c^ipital, 

"H\e  be^^n  almost  universally  constructed  by  private  capital 

•^*^<1  private  enterprise,  aided  in  some  instances  by  public 

'^->iuuy.    Bridges,  turnpikes,  railroads,  and  canals,  have  been 

^^^ lis  Constructed.     It  has  been  neither  the  disposition  of  th(i 

l*^ople,  nor  the  policy  of  the  legislature,  to  incur  the  hazards 

^*  such  enterprises,  and  experience  elsewhere  has  fully  (bv 

^^  :>n.strated  that  the  policy  of  the  state,  in  this  regard,  is  a 

^'is'e  one.     If  these  works  are  entrusted  to  private  enterprise, 

^he  inducements  held  out  ior  their  execution  must  rest  in 

'^"gislative  discretion. 

The  doctrine  as  attempted  to  be  applied  by  counsel,  carried 
^^  its  legitimate  conclusion,  would  deprive  the  legislature  of 
^'I  pK)wer  of  disposing  of  public  property.  The  sale  of  a 
pHrt  of  the  public  domain,  in  one  sense,  derogates  from  the 
I*ovrer  of  future  legislatures.  What  has  once  been  granted 
^'^nnot  be  granted  again.  And  yet  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature, as  well  as  of  parliament,  to  alienate  the  public  do- 
main, to  convert  arms  of  the  sea,  where  the  tide  ebbs  and 
^^ Vrs,  into  arable  land,  to  the  utter  destruction  of  the  common 

2h* 
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rights  of  navigation  and  fishing,  is  well  settled,  and  ki^^s 
been  rej)eatedly  exercised.  Gough  v.  Bell,  2  Zab,  457  ^  3 
Ibid.  624 ;  Zoi/^^*  v.  Govett,  3  5ani.  4*  Ad.  863  ;  TAe  A'tti^;^  v. 
Moyitagac,  4  Barn,  i^*  CV.  598. 

So  the  legislature  may  grant  the  franchise  of  talking  to!I-  1 8» 
which  are  a  branch  of  the  prerogative,  upon  ferries,  bridgr  ^^s. 
or  highways.     If  once  granted,  the  same  franchise  canKH^:^  ot 
be  granted  again.     The  legislature  cannot  grant  to  anotfczm  «^r 
the  right  of  taking  tolls  upon  the  defendants'  road  withcm::^  iit 
making   compensation.     To  some  extent,  the  grant  of  jm    «  »y 
franchise  must  in   this  sense  be  derogatory  of  the  power —       ^^ 
a  subsequent   legislature.     But  it  is  not  contended  that  'Ki  ^^ 
h'gislature  has  no  })0wer  of  granting  the  franchise  of  taki    ^^J? 
lolls,  or  of  granting  any  other  property  which  the  state  vrm.  *  *y 
own.     This  was  not  contended  in  the  case  of  The  Cha-^^  '^-^^ 
Hirer  Bridfjc  v.  Har/c/i  Bridge,  11  Peters  420;  nor  did  -«l^1-^*^ 
court  so  decide.     What  the  majoi'ity  of  the  court  in  that  (r-^  ^  ^*^ 
did  decide  was,  that  where  there  was  a  grant  of  the  franch^*  ^  •*^'' 
of  a   ferry  without  exclusive   words,  the  legislature  mii--^ -^  ^ 
lawfully    establi.-h   another  terry   to  the  detriment  ot     -^■^■' 
former.     That  the  grant  of  the  franchise  boing  a  pul^lic  gn"»-  '-*  ^ 
mu.st  be  ronstiMUMl  strictly,  and  that  nothing  w^ould   pass        ^-'^ 
implication.     Whenj  no  ej'chfblre  privilege   was    express  ^v^' 
granted,  none  would  he  presumed  to  exist. 

The    extent  of  the    principle  as  applicable    to  this  ci^^^*^'' 
fairly  stated,  is  simply  this;  that  the  legislature  cannot       ^"' 
vv.'st  it.^i'lf  of  thu  power  or  the  duty  of  providing  necess^^  ^^^ 
highways  lor  public  use.  And  tho  answer  to  the  objection        ^^' 
that  tln'y  have  not  done  so.     The  legislature  have  the  sni^^^^*^ 
control  over  tlie  franchises  and  other  property  of  these  cC^^^' 
plainants,  that  tlu.-y  have  over  the  |>roperty  of  any  other  (T*""^' 
zen.     It   is  subject  to  the  right  of   eminent  domain. 
virtu**  of  that  right,  if  the  public  necessities  so  rei|uire, 
exclusive  franchises,  as  well  as  the  other  property  of  ihMf^^^^'' 
comj)lainants,  may  be  taken  and  condemned  for  pul>lic 
u{)on  making  just  compensation.      WeH  River  Bridge  Ch  •^^^^'   ' 
Z>u'j  0  J  Ion:.  ij'JJ ;  lUJunond  li.  ii.  Co,  v.  Louisa  R.  A  ^         ^'' 
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13  Raw,  83 ;  Enfeld  Toll  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hartford  ^  New 
JIavm  R.  R.  Co.,  17  Conn,  40 ;  Boston  4'  Lowell  R,  R,  Co. 
^'.  Saleyti  c^  Lowell  R.  R.  Co.,  2  Gray  1. 

The  legislature,  therefore,  have  in  no  proper  sense,  by  the 
^rant  of  exclusive  privileges  to  the  complainants,  derogated 
Irom  the  power  of  subsequent  legislatures  to  furnish  high- 
^vays.  The  only  question  is,  whether  just  compensation  shall 
l>e  made  to  the  comphxinant^  for  their  property,  or  whether 
i  t  may  be  taken  and  appropriated,  in  disregard  of  the  honor 
of  the  state  and  of  the  rights  of  the  comi)lainants. 

The  clause  in  the  act  which  renders  ihe  consent  of  the  com- 

j'j<irLic8  nece&nsary  io  legalize  the  construction  of  any  competing 

road,  cannot  affect  the  validity  of  the  law  as  an  act  of  legis- 

l--«.tion.     If  the  clause  were  erased,  the  legal  effect  and  con- 

5* t ruction  of  the  contract  would  rcjmain  uncliange<l.     An  en- 

|j:agf m«Mit  by  a  contracting  j^arty,  that  he  will  not  do  any  act 

t<:»  the  prejudice  of  the  other  contracting  party  without  his 

v-onsent.  is  in  effect  identical  with  an  absohite  and  unqualified 

**iJgag<'nu*nt  not  to  do  the  act.     The  party  whose  interests 

•*i"e  atkviod  may  consent  to  the  act,  and  thus  waive  his  rights 

Under  the  contract.     It  in  no  sense  confers  on  these  corpo- 

i'*i lions  U.-gislative  functions,  or  makes  legislation  sul»seivic'ijt 

^*"^  ihfir  views.     Their  assent  is   no  ])art  of  h'gislation.     It 

'I'j^ts  not  create  the  law,  but  mmdy  avoids  the  constitutional 

^>^ »jo<.'tion  to  its   validity.     It  stands  upon  the  same  footing 

"^'itli  all  modifications  of  private   charters.     They  are  valid 

*"'*^lywhen  accepted  by  the  corporation  whose  rights  are  af- 

^^*vtHcl. 

The  existence  and  validitv  of  the  ii:rant  of  exclusive  privi- 
^♦'j^es  hy  the  state  to  the  complainant^,  which  they  ask  to  be 
I'l'otected,  are  satisfactorily  established.  But  an  important 
4'i^.stion  is  raised  touching  the  tru«»  construction  of  the  con- 
^'*uct,  and  the  extent  of  the  exclusive  privileges  thereby 
*-^nlmvd.  The  complainants  claim  that  by  virtue  of  their 
^^iitract  they  are  entitled  to  protection  from  all  comj>etition, 
''Jjt  only  upon  the  entire  route  between  the  cities  of  New 
^  ork  and  Philadelphia,  but  from-  all  competition  upon  any 
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and  every  part  of  the  route ;  the  protection  extending  as  Wi 
to  the  way  business  as  the  through  business  between  il 
said  cities.     The  prohibitory  clause  declares  that  '^itshsi 
not  be  lawful  at  any  time  during  the  said  railroad  charter  ^t 

construct  any  other  railroad  or  railroads  in  this  state,  wit--  -M; 
out  the  consent  of  the  said  companies,  which  shall  be  L  ^»: 
tended  or  used  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  mt  i 

chandise  between  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Phihidelphm —  -J^ 
or  to  compete  in  business  with  the  railroad  authorized  by  t  ^^fc 
act  to  which  this  supplement  is  relative."     The  ambiguity  c 

the  enactment  is  occasioned  by  the  various  senses  in  whi  -^^'1 
the  word  "between"  is  appropriately  used.  It  may  me  -=e=h*i 
in  tfce  intermediate  space^  without  regard  to  distance,  or  i' 

may  mean  extending  or  jxisnng  from  city  to  city.  The  p^  <>' 
hibition,  therefore,  may  be  limited  to  the  through  busin^=^^^^"^'^ 
alone,  or  it  may  extend  to  transportation  over  any  and  eve=-  ^^^y 
l)ortion  of  the  route.  But  if  the  design  of  the  enactm<^-"='  ^^^ 
had  hex'U  to  exclude  all  competition,  that  object  would  h<»-^  '^'^• 
been  eft'i'Ctually  attained  by  prohibiting  the  construction  ^^ 

any  road  or  roads  intended  or  used  to  compete  with  the  bi*^    =^^" 
ness  of  the  company.     The  clause  prohibiting  the  constra-  ^<-'' 
lion  of  0  road  lor  the  trans[)ortation  of  passengers  and  m^^^=^'^'' 
chandise  between  the  two  cities  would  have  been  nugato  r^^^y* 
But  the  primary  design  of  the  prohibition  is  indicated        V 
declaring :  lirst,   that  no  road  shall  be  constructed  for  w^^^^- 
transportation  of  passengers  or  merchandise  between  the  t        "^^ 
cities ;  and  then,  in  order  to  guard  against  any  evasion  ^ 

the  prohibition,  not  to  enlarge  it,  the  second  clause  of  t^^^^' 
prohibition  is  added. 

That  this  was  the  real  design  of  the  enactment  will  appi^^^^^^ 
by  reference  to  previous  legislation  on  the  subject.     The  c-^ 
sign  of  the  incorporation  of  the  railrotui  company  is  statr^  -^ 
in  their  charter  to  be,  "  to  perfect  an  expeditious  and  coc  ^^^^^  „ 
plete  line  of  communication  from  Philadelphia  to  New  Yorl^*  ^  ' 
and  it  is  made  their  duty  to  provide  suitable  vessels  at  eilLc-^  '  ^^ 
t\\tremity  of  their  road  for  the  trans[>ortation  of  passeng^  "25 
and  produce  "  from  city  to  city."     The  protection  aflbrded  .M^ 
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thecom[>any  was,  that  if  the  state  should  authorize  any  other 

railroad  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  across  this  state 

irom  New  York  toPhihidelphia,  which  should  be  constructed 

and  use<i,  and  which  should  commence  and  terminate  within 

rliree  miles  of  the  commencement  and  termination  of  the 

x-orids  authorized  by  the  act,  the  traasit  duty  should  cease ; 

Mnd  that  if  any  other  railroad  should  be  constructed  for  the 

tr-ix nsportation  of  passengers  between  New  York  and  Phila- 

clt?l  pbia,  it  should  be  liable  to  a  tax  not  less  than  the  amount 

I>i-i.3rable  to  the  state  by  this  company. 

'3'he  entire  prohibition  applies  to  roads  constructed  and 

vii^^»i  for  the  transportation  of  i)assengers  across  the  state, 

^i"oin  city  to  city.     The  whole  protection  afforded  is  to  the 

"^l^i^^ough  passenger  business.     It  is  clear  that  no  reference  is 

■»'^^^  J  to  way  business,  and  that  no  limitation  was  designed  to 

l><3    placed  upon  the  chartering  or  construction  of  local  roads. 

ly  the  act  of  1831,  it  is  enacted  that  when  any  railroad 

^^J^    railroads,  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  pro- 

1  ><^ my  between   the  cities  of   New  York  and   Philadelphia, 

*'^<-ross  this  state,  shall  be  constructed  and  used  for  that  pur- 

l>ose,  by  virtue  of  any  law  of  this  state  or  of  the  United 

^t.J\tes  authorizing  or  recognizing  said  road,  the  dividends 

^POD  the  stock  transferred  by  the  company  pursuant  to  the 

^*"t,  should  be  no  longer  payable,  and  the  stock  should  be  re- 

"^i^ansferred  to  the  company.     All  the  protection  which  the 

<'*ompany  sought,  all  that  the  legislature  granted,  was  to  the 

«-»usiness  from  city  to  city.     This  was  the  prize  for  which 

^iiese  then  rival  companies  were  struggling.     It  was  the  only 

^VJect  deemed  worthy  of  competition,  or  worth  protecting. 

"Dut  for  this  the  charter  would  not  have  been  asked,  nor  the 

^oad  constructed.     It  was  for  this  valuable  franchise  that 

^te  consideration  was  paid  by  tlie  corporation  to  the  state, 

^^i  for  this  that  the  protection  w^a,s  given. 

A.11  these  provisions  have  reference  exclusively  to  the 
^"^^gh  business  from  city  to  city.  Yet,  on  examination,  it 
^*U  be  found  that  they  were  not  effectual  for  the  end  designed. 
^  terms  they  limited  the  prohibition  either  to  a  single  road, 
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or  to  a  road  to  be  constructed  within  a  limited  time,  or  wittuB-  in 
certain  d«'fiuite  limits,  or  to  a  road  for  the  transportation.  of 

j)assengi'r8  only.  They  afford  protection  to  a  particular  1  ^  -"^^ 
of  road.  This  clearly  did  not  fully  attain  the  object  of  ^^Q- 
curing  full  jjrolection  against  competition  between  the  citi-  ^^s 
The  act,  therefore,  of  1832,  which  \vi\s  [>assed  after  the  un  i-  ^^r 
of  the  railroad  and  canal  companies,  applies  the  prohibiti.  ^^^^ 
to  the  construction  of  any  other  railroad  or  railroads  as*^  ~^^-y 
where  in  this  state,  at  any  //!m€  during  the  continuance  of  "^"^^  ^^ 
railroad  charter,  which  should  be  intended  or  used  for  ti^lb^ 
transportation  of  passengers  or  merchandise  between  ^^^-^^ 
cities  of  Xew  York  and  Philadelphia,  or  to  compete  in  bi  "^  ^' 
ness  with  the  railroad  of  the  complainants.  The  provisi^^i^^  "^ 
of  the  acts  of  1830,  1831,  and  1832,  are  all  in  pari  mater  — -*^^. 
all  form  parts  of  one  entire  contract,  and  all  have  in  vi-  ^^' 
the  same  general  object.  It  caunot  be  said  upon  any  soi:^  ^*^" 
rule  of  interpretation,  that  the  legislature,  by  the  use  ofcr^  ^ 
certain  term,  confessedly  of  eljuivocal  import,  appropriattr^"  ^^ 
express  the  intent  of  the  parties  as  expressed  in  former  iur^^  "^*^' 
and  necv-'ssary  to  avoid  circumlocution,  have  essentially  ^i^"  ^* 
larged  the  scope  of  the  enactment  and  limited  the  powec:^  ^^ 
legislation. 

But  how  did  the  parties  to  the  contract  un<lerstand  it? 

By  the  act  of  1854,  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  't.l^^o 
act  of  1832  are  declared  to  be,  '*  fully  and  effectually  to  ^pXTO- 
tect,  until  the  lirst  of  January,  18G9,  the  business  of  the  sw-z'^'i" 
joint  companies  from  railway  competition  between  the  citie-^^  ^J 
New  York  and  Philaddphiay 

The  [(lain  and  natural  import  of  this  language,  as  well  ^ 
of  the  act  of  1832,  is  to  afford  protection  against  comp^=3^^" 
tion  in  business  from  city  to  city.  A  broader  interpretat-*  ^^^ 
requires  a  forced  construction  to  be  given  to  the  use  of  ^"® 
terms  employed.  A  contract  by  A  that  he  will  not  eng;;:^^^^ 
in  the  forwarding  or  transjjortation  business  between  ^^^ 
cities  of  Xew  York  and  Philadelphia ;  or  that  he  will  ^^^ 
enter  into  competition  with  the  business  of  B  between  tl^-  ^ 
cities,  would  not  be  violated  iu  letter  or  spirit  by  A'a        ^^' 
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gaging  in  the  transportation  of  goods  between  Trenton  and 
I^rmceton,  between  Camden  and  Haddonfield,  or  between 
Atsion  and  Long  Branch ;  unless,  indeed,  the  local  business 
should  form  one  link  in  a  chain  of  communication  reaching 
irom  city  to  city,  and  should  thus  be  used  in  violation  of  tlio 
spirit  of  the  contract.  The  language  of  the  act  of  1854  is 
not  the  language  of  the  legislature  alone,  but  of  the  compa- 
ziies  also.  Like  the  other  acts  aflfecting  their  corporate  rights 
s^nd  privileges,  it  was  formally  accepted  by  the  companies. 
Their  assent  was  given  to  all  its  provisions.  It  expresses 
their  construction  of  the  contract.  It  is  no  violent  presump- 
tion that  it  was  approved,  if  not  framed,  by  their  own  coun- 
sel. The  act  was  passed  more  than  twenty  years  after  the 
act  of  1832,  to  which  it  gives  construction,  had  been  in  ope- 
ration. The  ambiguity  of  it«  phraseology  could  not  have 
^-i^oa{)ed  the  attention  of  the  companies  or  their  counsel.  In 
l-So  L,  theambiguity  created  by  the  use  of  the  word  ''hctween.,'' 
1a ad  been  animadverted  upon,  and  its  effect,  as  used  in  the 
c:liart<^r  of  a  railroad  company,  in  a  clause  similar  to  that 
iiow  undt-r  discussion,  had  heen  treated  as  a  vi^xed  question 
^  *y  thtr  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  liicluftoad  J-L 
-^.  Co.  V.  Louii*a  R,  E,  Co,,  13  IIo\i\  71.  They  were  iamiliar 
"^^^iih  the  rule  of  interpretation,  that,  in  a  c.'ise  of  doubt,  the 
^"oustruction  of  a  grant  must  be  taken  most  strongly  against 
^he  corporation. 

Under  such  circumstances,  it  is  a  reasonable  presumi>tion, 
^W  if  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  1832  had  been 
^^  protect  against  competition,  not  only  the  business  l^etween 
^iie  cities,  but  between  all  intermediate  places,  and  over  any 
^n<l  every  part  of  the  route  between  the  said  cities,  it  would 
have  been  unequivocally  expressed.  That  it  was  not  so  done, 
^hat  the  ambiguity  was  not  removed  when  it  might  have 
been  done  with  facility,  is  the  strongest  evidence  that  such 
^'asnot  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties. 

lam  of  opinion  that  the  grant  of  exclusive  privileges  made 
■^y  tbe  legislature  to  the  complainants,  operates  to  protect 
^^ly  the  through  business  from  city  to  city  against  comj)eti- 


372  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


Del.  A  Rar.  Canal  and  C.  A  A.  R.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Rar.  A  Del.  Bay  R.  Co.  et  al. 


tion.  That  the  companies  have  the  franchise  of  taking  tolls 
upon  any  and  every  part  of  the  route  or  routes  between  the 
cities ;  but  that  they  have  the  exclusive  franchise  only  in  re- 
gard to  paj^sengers  and  merchandise  transported  over  the 
entire  route. 

But  if  it  be  admitted  that  it  is  not  clear  that  this  is  the 
true  construction  of  the  contract,  and  that  its  import  is  doubt- 
ful, the  construction  must  still  be  against  the  complainants. 
It  is  a  well  settled  rule  of  construction  that  public  grants  are 
to  be  construed  strictly ;  and  in  all  cases  of  grants  of  fran- 
chises by  the  pul>lic  to  a  private  corporation,  the  established 
rule  of  construction  is,  that  any  ambiguity  in  the  terms  of  the 
contract  must  operate  against  the  cor|>oration  and  in  fiivorof 
the  ])ul)lic.  The  corporation  take  nothing  that  is  not  clearly 
given  by  the  act.  Froprietors  of  Stourhrid<je  Chnal  v.  Whedq/, 
2  Barn.  t<'  Ad.  793  ;  Beaty  v.  Lc-s's-ee  of  Knoich'r,  4  IMers 
1G8;  Prov.  Bank  v.  Btllinfls,  4  Peters  514;  United  States 
v.  Arrcdondo,  C)  Peters  738  ;  Charles  Ewer  Bridye  v.  Warren 
Bridge^  11  Peters '^2i)]  Piehmond  P.  P.  Co.  v.  Loi/Ua  B. 
P.  6b.,  13  Jfofc.  81  ;  Proprietors  of  Bridges  v.  Ilobokcn  „ 
Land  Co.,  2  Beas.  81. 

Tiiero  is  another  view  of  this  j)art  of  the  case  which  ai>peavv^ 
to  me  to  be  (h'cisive  of  the  rights  of  these  parties,  so  far  :v^^ 
the  way  business  is  (concerned. 

If  the  grant  of  exclusive  privileges  to  the  comj)nnie3  t>  ex- 
tend to  the  way  business  as  well  as  to  the  business  from  c  ^i-ty 
to  city,  it  must,  nevertheless,  receive  a  reasonable  interpre  ta- 
tion.  It  must  l)e  restricted  within  such  limits  as  may  ^^ 
fairly  deemed  to  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  ^B^bc 
contracting  parti<\<,  and  as  shall  appear  to  bo  in  accordai^^^^ 
with  the  reason  and  spirit  of  the  grant. 

It  was  a  {U'ineiple  of  the  common   law,  that  if  one  ha»—    *' 
ferry  by  j»roscrii)tion,  and  another  erected  a  ferry  so  neai^:^  r 
as  to  draw  away  its  custom,  it  was  a  nuisance.     The  sji  -^"^ 
ju'inciple  applies  to  any  exclusive  privilege  created  l^y  stati^    --^^^ 
The  grant  must  be  construed  so  as  to  give  it  due  ell'ect  ". 

excluding  contiguous  and  injurious  competition.     The  ccr:::^^'^^ 
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peting  route  for  local  business  must  be  so  near  the  route  of 
the  complainants*  road  as  7nateriaUy  to  affect  or  take  away 
its  custom.  Ogden  v.  Gibbons,  4  Johns.  Ch,  B.  160 ;  Xew- 
hrgh  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Miller,  5  Ibid.  112. 

If,  therefore,  the  grant  could  be  so  construed  as  to  protect 

tlie  grantees  against  the  construction  of  any  railroad  in  the 

immediate  vicinity  of  their  route,  and  against  competition  in 

iocal  or  way  business  upon  that  route,  it  would  not  give  to 

the  complainants  the  monopoly  of  all  local  business  however 

■»~omote,  which,  for  want  of  railroad  accommodations  upon  the 

-"^Qtural  and  direct  routes  of  travel  and  intercourse,  might  be 

•^^ven  by  inconvenient  and  circuitous  routes  to  seek  ita  des- 

^  i  nation  over  the  complainants  road.     The   grant  of  the 

*^^2sclu8ive  franchise  of  having  a  railroad,  and  of  carrying  pas- 

^ Angers  and  freight  between  Camden  and  Amboy,  cannot 

^^^^"^^^ufer  a  monopoly  of  the  business  between  Camden  and  Man- 

c^  txester,  or  Toms  River.  The  local  business  upon  the  two  roads 

^^^^^^nnot  be  regarded  as  a  competing  business. 

The  right  of  the  complainants  to  be  protected  in  the  ex- 
^-^  ^sive  enjoyment  of  their  franchise  of  taking  tolls  upon  their 
^*^ii(l8  for  through  business  being  established,  are  the  acts  of 
^^^ defendants  in  violation  of  those  rights? 

The  application  for  a  preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  the 
^*^tinection  between  the  defendants'  roads,  was  denied  on  the 
^^th  of  August,  1862.     The  junction  was  formed,  and  the 
^*^<ida  thus  united  went  into  operation  in  September,  1862. 
-■-  he  route  is  continued  by  means  of  steamboats  between  Port 
^lonmouth  and  New  York  and  between  Camden  and  Phila- 
^-^^Iphia,  which  run  in  connection  with  the  road,  so  as  to  form 
^  complete  and  uninterrupted  line  of  travel  and  transportation 
*^Ver  the  roads,  between  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Philadel- 
phia.  Id  eleven  months,  commencing  with  November,  18G2, 
^here  were  transported  over  these  roads,  between  Camden  and 
"on  Monmouth,  and  mainly  between  the  cities  of  Now  York 
^^<i  Philadelphia,  14,000  tons  of  freight  and  17,G0O  pas.<.M> 
:  S*"-r.s.  A  small  portion  of  the  freight  consisted  of  munition.s  of 

I         ^ar,  and  nearly  the  whole  of  the  piissengers  wure  soidiurs,  car- 
I  Vol.  I.  2 1 
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ried  over  the  road  for  the  TJnited  States  goverament.     TTle 
transporting  of  merchandise  from  city  to  city,.is  carried  oo     ly 
the  agency  of  traneportation  companies,  who  have  estabhstxed 
offices  for  the  reception  and  delivery  of  freight  in  each  ci  "ty, 
from  which  offices  goods  are  regularly  shipped  over  the  eii  t  i  re 
route.     Daily  regular  freight  lines  are  thus  established.    Tie 
route  is  advertised,  the  attention  of  merchants  and  shippers  is 
directed  to  it  as  a  new  and  expeditious  route,  and  tlx«ir 
patronage  solicited.   The  business  of  transporting  way  freig'^^ 
and  passengers,  is  conducted  by  the  railroad  companies    in 
their  own  names.     Ordinarily,  through  tickets  are  not   fur- 
nished, and  freight  is  advertised  to  be  carried  between  C^^m- 
den  and  Port  Monmouth  only.     But  arrangements  are  nnsi  Je, 
and  information  furnished,  which  enable  passengers  to    i>iiss 
from  city  to  city  without  interruption,  and  both  passei:i  S'<Jr8 
and  through  freight  reach  the  cities  from  the  termini  of    the 
roads  by  the  same  boats  which  accommodate  the  way  travel, 
and  which  are  provided  by  the  companies  for  the  accomnncKia- 
tion  of  the  regular  lines  upon  their  respective  roads. 

The  through  freight  over  the  roads  htxs  been  chiefly  tivtiis- 
ported  by  the  Philadelphia  and  Eastern  Tran8[>ortation  Com- 
pany,  under  an  agreement  bearing  date  on  the  2Utli  of  Vcf- 
cember,  1862,  entered  into  between  them  and  the  Raritan 
and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  Company,  by  which  the  railroad 
company  agree  to  transport  over  the  roads,  for  the  space  of 
ten  years,  at  sti[)ulated  rates,  all  the  merchandise  and  freight 
of  every  d(.\si:ription  delivered  to  them  by  the  transportation 
company,  and  that  the  entire  business  of  transporting  freight 
over  the  roads  between  Camden  and  Port  Monmouth,  shouW 
be  enjoyed  and  transacted  for  the  benefit  of  the  transporta- 
tion company,  excepting  the  way  freight,  the  traffic  in  coal, 
and  the  business  received  from  the  Pennsylvania  Riiilro*^  - 
Corn|)any,  the  control  of  which  the  railix)ad  company  reserve 
to  themselves.  The  transportation  company  is  constitu*^ 
the  exclusive  agent  of  the  railroad  company,  with  powers 
their  expense,  to  contract  for  the  transportation  of  freig" 
over  the  line  from  Camden  to  Port  Moumoath ;  and  the  tx^^^' 
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'tation  company  agree  to  exert  their  utmost  influence  to 
Kjure  frei^^ht  for  the  line,  and  to  furni.sh  for  transportation, 
T  said  line  of  railway  exclusively,  all  the  freight  of  what- 
ver  kind  or  description  which  they  may  or  can  receive, 
trol,  or  influence  for  transportation,  into,  through,  across, 
beyond  the  state  of  New  Jersey. 

3y  an  agreement  entered  into  on  the  25th  day  of  October, 
51,  l>etween  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  company  and  tlie 
ritan  and  Delaware  Bay  company,  it  Wiis,  among  other 
Dgs,  stipulated  that  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  company 
)uld  construct  w^ithout  delay  the  Batsto  branch  of  their 
ilroad.  That  the  Karitan  and  Delaware  Bay  company 
ould  furnish  the  means,  control  the  construction,  designate 
e  point  of  termination  on  their  road,  and  determine  the 
«t  of  the  work.  That  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  company 
oukl  transport,  or  allow  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay 
mpany  to  transport,  in  connection  with  their  road,  all  loco- 
otives,  cai*s,  pa-ssengers,  and  ireiglit  that  may  be  delivered 

them  by  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  company,  over 
eir  road  and  branches,  between  the  points  of  intersection 
id  the  termini  of  their  road,  and  should  procure  staunch  and 
mmo^lious  ferry  boats  to  be  used  at  the  termini  of  their 
ad  and  branches  on  the  Delaware,  and  convey  promptly  to 
id  from  Philadelphia  and  the  termini  of  their  road  at  Cam- 
•n  and  elsewhere  on  the  Delaware,  all  such  freight,  passen- 
-rs,  and  cars  as  the  Earitan  and  Delaware  Bay  company 
lould  require.  That  the  number  of  trains,  the  times  of  run- 
ng,  the  rate  of  speed,  the  charges  for-  freight,  and  the  rates 

fare,  shouhl  be  regulated  by  the  Raritan  and  Delaware 
^y  company.  That  if  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  company 
wled  to  perform  any  part  of  their  agreement,  the  Rarit;in 
lid  Delaware  Bay  company  were  authorized  to  perform  it  at 
^^  cost  of  the  defaulting  party. 

It  was  further  mutually  agreed  between  the  contracting 
Wies,  that  if  legal  proceedings  were  instituted,  calling  in 
luestion  the  right  of  either  or  both  parties  to  carry  out  the 
^uiract  in  whole  or  part,  each  party  will  use  every  eflbrt 
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promptly  and  in  good  faith  to  defend  itself  and  each  otli^r, 
will  employ  the  best  counsel,  and  use  the  utmost  diligence  to 
defend  itself  or  themselves,  against  all  claims,  suits,  or  inter- 
ference ;  that  all  suits  at  law  or  in  equity  shall  be  carried    to 
the  court  of  last  resort ;  and  that  all  expenses  of  litigati  on 
shall  be  borne  by  the  parties  in  a  designated  proportio)n. 
That  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  company  would  form  no  con- 
nection with  any  other  corporation  or  individuals,  for     "tie 
conveyance  of  passengers  or  merchandise  by  railroad  to     or 
from  Raritan  bay,  nor  make  any  connection  with  any  atter 
intersecting  railroad,  between  the  junction  of  the  two   rail- 
roads and  the  termini  of  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  compf^-^y 
on  the  Delaware,  north  of  the  Atlantic  road ;  and  that    the 
Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  company  will  make  no  connec- 
tions with  any  road  or  roads  that  either  directly,  or  by   oon- 
nection,  run  to  the  Delaware  river,  north  of  Camden;     ^^^ 
that  the  agreement  should  extend  and  be  binding  oa     tie 
l)arties,  for  thirty  years  from  the  completion  of  the  Rari^^n 
and  Delaware  Bay  Railroad  and  the  branches  of  the  Caro-d^^ 
and  Atlantic  Railroad. 

By  the  supplemental  agreement  of  the  16th  of  February, 
1862,  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  company  agreed  that,  if  ^'^ 
agreement  of  the  25th  of  October,  1861,  shall  not  be  carri^ 
out  in  good  faith,  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  comp^'^y 
shall  have  a  right  to  take  possession  of  and  manage  ^^^ 
Camden  and  Atlantic  road,  so  as  eflFectually  to  carry  out  tbe 
purpose  of  that  agreement,  and  they,  and  such  persons  ^ 
they  might  substitute,  were  constituted  the  attorneys,  irr^'^^* 
cable,  of  the  Camden  and  Atlantic  company  for  that  purpo^^' 
and  they  empowered  the  attorney,  or  their  substitute,  to  co^" 
sent  to  a  decree  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreem^^  ' 
giving  to  the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  company,  the  i^^^^l 


£L 


agement  and  operations  of  such  portion  of  the  Camden 
Atlantic  road,  and  of  the  ferries  in  connection  thereW^**  ' 
as  might  be  required  for  that  purpose. 

By  the  agreement  of  the  20th  of  December,  1862,  betv*r^" 
the  Raritan  and  Delaware  Bay  company  and  the  Phila-^ 
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phia  and  Eastern  Transportation  Company,  it  was  stipulated 
that  these  agreements  between  the  railroad  companies  should 
be  held  by  designated  agents,  for  the  benefit  of  the  trans- 
portation company,  by  whose  agency  the  through  business 
over  the  line  is  carried  on. 

The  real  character  and  design  of  these  contracts  cannot  be 
mistaken.    So  far  as  the  rights  of  the  complainants  are  con- 
cerned, their  character  cannot  be  altered  by  the  fact,  that  in 
terms  the  transportation  is  limited  to  the  line  of  the  road. 
Taken   in  connection  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  cause, 
they  are  obviously  designed  to  promote  the  formation  of  a 
through  route  for  the  transportation  of  merchandise  between 
the  cities  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia.     Neither  company 
lias  a  right  to  permit  its  road  to  be  used  for  such  purpose. 
They  Ciinnot  efiect  by  combination,  what  neither  can  do  law- 
iully.    Nor  can  they  effect  by  the  agency  of  others,  what 
tbey  may  not  do  for  themselves.     The  companies  control  not 
only  the  railroad  line  across  the  state,  but  the  boats  at  either 
^^Trainus  upon  the  Raritan   bay  and  the  Delaware.     The 
t^anulen  and  Atlantic  company  arc  under  stipulation  to  fur- 
'»ish  boats  upon  the  Delaware.     The  boats  upon  the  Raritan 
■ware  owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  officers  of  the  company, 
*^iid  are  u.^ed  in  connection  with  the  regular  daily  lines  upon 
^l»e  road.     The  evidence  shows  that  arrangoments  have  been 
*^iiterfd  into,  with  direct  reference  to  the  lorniation  of  a  con- 
^inuous  line  of  transportation   between  the   cities  of  New 
^  orkand  Philadelphia,  and  that  the  transportation  of  freight 
^^lid  passengers  from  city  to  city,  is  cai-ried  on  over  the  de- 
**^n(lants'  roads  by  their  co-operation,  with  their  knowledge, 
^  tid  under  and  by  virtue  of  agreements  entered  into  between 
themselves  and  with  others.     The  fact  is  clearly  established, 
^  hat  the  railroads  of  the  defendants  are  used  for  the  trans- 
1  sortition  of  passengers  and  merchandise  between  the  cities 
^t  Kew  York  and  Philadelphia,  and  are  competing  in  that 
^isiness  with  the  roads  of  the  complainants,  in  direct  viola- 
tion ot  the  engagement  made  by  the  state,  and  of  tiie  rights 
^"nd  privileges  of  the  comphiinaiits. 


378  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Del.  &  Rar.  Canal  and  C.  A  A.  R.  A  T.  Co.  v.  Rar.  A  Del.  Bay  R.  Co.  et  aL 

The  only  remaining  inquiry  is,  to  what  relief  are  the  com- 
plainants entitled? 

An  injunction  is  the  proper  remedy  to  secure  to  a  party 
the  enjoyment  of  a  statute  privilege  of  which  he  is  in  the 
actual  possession,  and  when  his  legal  title  is  not  put  in  doubt. 
Livingston  v.  V'ayi  Ingen,  9  Johns,  R,  506 ;  Croton  Turn- 
pike  Co.  V.  Ryder,  1  Johns,  Ch,  R,  615. 

And  if  corporations  go  beyond  the  powers  which  the  legis- 
lature has  given  them,  and  in  a  mistaken  exercise  of  those^ 
powers  interfere  with  the  rights  of  property  of  others,  equitjr^ 
is  bound  to  interfere  by  injunction,  if  the  exigency  of  the  casi       i 
require  it.     Agar  v.  Regent's  Canal  Co.,  Cooper  s  R.  77     ^" 

River  Dun  Nav.  Co.  v.  North  Midland  Railway  Co.^  1  RaH 

way  Cas,  154  ;  Bonaparte  v.  Camden  and  Amboy  R,  R,  Co^      _ 
Baldwins  R.  231;  Scudder  v.  The  Trenton  Delaware  HiiT'  \     m 
Co.,  Saxton  694. 

The  complainants'  rights  are  clear  and  unquestioned.  Thfe^^^j^ 
have  been  in  the  actual  enjoyment  of  their  franchise  for  moK^  ^s 
than  thirty  years.  The  defendants,  by  using,  or  permittiL-m.  ^ 
their  roads  to  be  used,  for  the  establishment  of  a  through;:  1i 
route  for  the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers  t:>"*:^- 
tween  the  cities  of  New  York  and  Philadelphia,  have  ^  2:*w- 
ceeded  the  powers  conferred  upon  them,  and  interfered  wi  Ti-h 
the  rights  and  the  property  of  the  complainants.  Ther^  is 
nothing  in  the  charters  of  the  defendant  corporations,  orr  of 
either  of  thom,  which  expressly,  or  by  implication,  confcV^^^rs 
the  power  of  establishing  such  route,  or  tlie  franchise*  of 
taking  tolls  thereon.  The  legislature  cannot  be  presume<zl^  to 
have  intended  or  contemplated  any  grant,  inconsistent  ^^r  :»th 
the  manifest  design  of  the  charters  of  the  oomplaina-x:i:».t8. 
Whether  the  complainants'  rights  have  been  invaded  h>Z^^ 
mistake,  or  a  fraudulent  exercise  of  power,  is  immaterial.  ^^ 

cither  event,  they  are  entitled  to  have  their  rights  prota^^  "*^ 
and  the  wrong  suppressed.  The  complainants  are  enti*^-^^ 
to  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  usin^  -^  ^^ 
permitting  to  be  used,  their  roads,  or  either  of  them,  tor     ^^ 
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purpose  complained  of,  pursuant  to  the  prayer  of  the  supple- 
mental bill. 

The  original  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  before  the  connec- 
tion between  the  defendants*  roads  had  been  formed,  and 
sought  to  enjoin  the  completion  of  the  work.     The  connec- 
tion having  been  formed,  and  the  roads  used  for  an  unauthor- 
ized purpose,  in  violation  of   the  complainants'  rights,  it  is 
Qow  insisted  that  the  roads,  as  constructed  and  used,  are  an 
existing  nuisance,  which  should  be  ordered  to  be  abated,  and 
that  the  defendants  should  pay  to  the  complainants  thedam- 
^g^s  sustained  by  their  unlawful  acts  in  the  premises. 

Tte  powers  of  a  court  of  equity  in  regard  to  nuisances, 
^'^o  oorrective  as  well  as  preventive.  It  may  order  them  to 
*^^  €i.bated,  as  well  as  restrain  them  from  being  erected. 
S^c^t^  of  Penn,  v.  Wheeling  Bridge  Co.,  13  How.  519;  Van 
^^^en  V.  Van  Bergen,  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  272 ;  Hammond  v. 
^^^JJ^r,  1  Faige  197;  Earl  v.  De  Hart,  1  Beaa.  280;  Wash- 
^^y^^n.  on  Easements  578. 

lo  Earl  v.  De  Hart,  Chancellor  Williamson  said  :    "  There 

^^     ^o  reason  why  the  court  should  not  exercise  a  power  to 

^^^t-c,  as  well  as  prevent  the  erection  of  nuisances,  in  clear 

^■i^^es."     The  nuisance  in  that  case  was  ordered  to  be  abated, 

^^cl   the  decree  of  the  Chancellor  was  affirmed  by  the  unani- 

^*^ous  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals.     In  the  case  of  The 

^^t€  of  Pennsylvania  v.  The  Wheeling  Bridgr  Co.,  13  How. 

•*'^,  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  bill 

^^  filed  to  enjoin  the  erection  of  a  nuisance.     The  bridge 

^"^^  completed  after  the  bill  was  filed.     The  court  said,  the 

*^^fendants  having  had  notice  of  an  application  for  an  injunc- 

^^'^y  before  the  defendants  had  thrown  any  obstructions  over 

^^  river,  they  cannot  claim  that  their  position  is  strength- 

^ned  by  the  completion  of  the  bridge.     The  bridge  was  or- 

^^red  to  be  abated  as  a  nuisance  to  the  rights  of  the  com- 

^^ai^aut. 

S^lief  in  this  form  is  not  asked  for,  either  in  the  original 
^^  supplemental  bill.     As  a  general  rule,  such  relief  will  not 
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be  granted  unless  made  the  subject  of  a  special  prayer. 
Story's  Eq,  PL  43.  But  this  objection  may,  perhaps,  be  re- 
garded as  too  formal  to  interfere  with  substantial  equity. 

The  bill  seeks  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  making  any 
connection   between  their  roads,  so  ix&  to  form  a  continuous    ^^ 
line  by  railroad  from  the  Delaware  to  the  Raritan,  which  ^^  , 
might  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  true  intent  o^  ,^ 
the  contract  made  by  the  state  with  the  complainants ;  anc:^ 
also  to  restrain  the    Raritan  and   Delaware  Bay  company  ^^ 
from  further  constructing  their  road  on  the  line  to  Atsion,  c — ^.^ 
on  any  line  deviating  materially  to  the  west  of  a  direct  rou^  _^ 
from  Squankum  to  May's  Landing. 

The  ai»{)lication  is  based  upon  two  distinct  grounds,  viz, 

1st.  Because  the  divergence  of  the  Raritan  and  Delawa 
Bay  road  to  Atsion  from  the  line  of  the  direct  route  to  C? 
May,  by  way  of  May's  Landing,  was  an  unauthorized 
fraudulent  deviation  from  the  route  prescribed  by  the  chart 
And  2d.  Because  the  roads,  as  united,  were  intended 
used  in  violation  of  the  complainants'  rights,  for  the  tr 
portation  of  passengers  and  merchandise  between  the  ciL_    fc/es 
of  New  York  and  Thiladelphia. 

In  0Y(h'v  to  justify  the  issuing  of  an  injunction  to  rest  r^fsEiin 
the  erection  of  a  nuisance,  or  to  abate  it  after  it  is  erec^  IL^d, 
it  must  appear,  not  only  that  the  com{)lainants'  rights        ^^ro 
clear,  but  that  the  thing  sought  to  be  enjoined  is  prejucl  i^"^'^^ 
to  those  rights.     The  fact  of  the  nuisance  must  be  cle-i-  wri)' 
establishiMl.    Mo/taick  Bridqe  Co.  v.  Utica  and  Sclioiec,  H-       -^* 
Co.,  6  Faitje  bb-^.     So  lar  as  the  complainants  are  concern  ^^=^ ^\ 
the  erection  complained  of  is  no  nuisance,  however  unlaws       ^'^ 
unless  it  occasion  injury  to  them.     The  ground  of  relief 
thus  stateil  by  Mr.  Justice  Baldwin  :  "  If  the  complainau 
rights  of  property  are  about  to  be  destroyed  without  authori    -^ 
of  law,  or  if  lawless  danger  impends  over  them  by  pereo    ^ 
acting  under  color  of  law,  when  tlie  law  gives  them  no  powe^^^ 
or  when  it  is  al)use(l,  misa[)plied,  exceeded,  or  not  strict 
pursued,  and  the  act  impending  w^ould  subject  the  party  coiC- 
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mitting  it  to  damages  in  a  court  of  law  for  a  trespass,  a  court 
of  equity  will  enjoin  its  commission.  So  of  any  act  of  pecu- 
liar trespass,  occasioning  grievous  mischief  or  lasting  injury, 
destructive  of  property,  a  right,  or  franchise."  Bonaparte  v. 
Gotmden  and  Amboy  E,  E,  Cb.,  Baldwins  E,  231. 

The  construction  of  a  railroad  over  the  land  of  a  com- 
plainant, without  lawful  authority,  will  be  enjoined  as  a 
nuisance.     It  is  a  permanent  appropriation  of  the  land  of 
ttie  complainant,  and  an  irreparable  injury  to  his  freehold. 
So  if  a  bridge  be  erected  without  lawful  authority  across  a 
nriTigable  river,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  navigation, 
tlie  structure  itself  is  a  nuisance,  and  will  be  abated  at  the 
instance  of  a  party  injured.     But  the  defendants'  roads  are 
not  erected  upon  the  lands  of  the  complainants ;  they  do  not 
ol>struct  their  right  of  way ;  they  destroy  no  right  or  franchise 
of    the  complainants,  which  would  subject  the  defendants  to 
ia. mages  at  law.     How,  then,  do  they  constitute  a  nuisance, 
01"  entitle  the  complainants  to  a  remedy  by  injunction  ?    It  is 
^ot  the  structure,  but  the  use  of  the  roads  in  violation  of  the 
'^tnplainants'  franchise,  which  creates  the  nuisance. 

The  road  having  been  constructed,  even  if  unauthorized,  it 
^nnot  be  abated  as  a  nuisance,  as  it  occasions  no  injury  to 
^iie  complainants.  If  there  be  any  room  lor  doubt  whether 
^he  location  of  the  defendants'  road  to  Atsion  is  authorized 
*^y  the  charter,  an  order  to  abate  it  would  occasion  certain 
*^ss  and  injuiy  to  the  defendants,  without  any  corresponding 
■^^nefit  to  the  complainants.  An  injunction  to  restrain  the 
^^e  of  the  roads,  as  prayed  for  in  the  complainants'  bill,  is, 
Glider  the  circumstances,  the  only  appropriate  remedy. 

Helief  in  this  form  is  sanctioned  by  authority  and  prece- 
^^nt.  Boston  and  Lowell  E.  Co,  v.  Salem  and  Lowell  E. 
^-,  2  Gray  1 ;  Pontchartrain  E.  Co.  v.  jVcw  Orleans  and 
^^f^ollton  E.  Co.,  11  Louisiana  An.  E.  253. 

The  closing  of  a  road  used  as  a  highway  for  travel,  by  in- 
J  Unction,  could  only  be  justified  by  the  clearest  necessity. 

It  will  be  referred  to  a  master,  to  take  an  account  of  all 
^-tie  through  passengers  and  freight  which  have  been  carried 
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over  the  road  since  the  opening  of  the  route ;  and  also 
damages  which  the  complainants  have  sustained  thereby, 
taking  the  account,  the  master  will  include  all  the  soldie  . 
horses,  baggage,  and  munitions  of  war  that  have  been  traa 
ported,  distinguishing  this  part  of  the  account  from  ordina- 
business. 


No  proof  has  been  offered  in  support  of  the  allegation 
the  answer,  that  they  were  carried  over  the  roads  of  the  c 
fendants   by  order  of  the  secretary  of  war,  or  by  orders 
the  general  government.     Should  it  appear  before  the  masC 
that  any  such  orders  w^re  made,  he  will  report  the  eviden 
thereon,  and  the  disposition  of  that  part  of  the  case  will 
reserved  till  the  coming  in  of  the  report. 


David  IToprER  vs.  The  Executors  of  John  Malles  -^ 
and  others. 

1.  The  power  to  eell  land  for  the  payment  of  taxes,  is  a  naked  po^i-'"^  " 
not  couphd  with  au  interebt,  and  must  be  exercisetl  in  strict  accorda^  ~ 
with  the  ])rovisious  ol  the  statute.     Every  prerequisite  to  the  exercise 

tlie  power  inu.st  precede  it. 

2.  To  establish  a  title  under  a  .sale  for  taxes,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  ]>-  ^"-^  ^ 
chiiser  to  phow  that  all  the  j)rerequisites  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  ^»-  ^''* 
have  been  complied  with.  The  deed  is  not  even /jni/ia /acie  evidenc^^-  ^^ 
that  fact. 

3.  It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  sale  of  land,  under  the  "  act  to  m^ sike 

taxes  a  lien  on  real  estate  in  the  county  of  Passaic,  and  to  authorize  the 

sale  of  the  same  for  the  payment  thereof,"  (Pamph.  L.,  1852,  p.  247,)  M^*^*^ 
it  should  appear  that  the  tax  was  assessed  on  account  of  the  property  *— =*old. 

4.  The  recital  of  the  tax  warrant,  '*  whereas  it  appears  to  the  mayor  *^** 
aldermen  of  the  city  of  Faterson,  that  an  assessment  of  four  dollars  ^^^ 
fifty  cents  of  taxes,  &c,"  is  not  legal  evidence  of  the  fact  of  an  assessm^^^eo^' 
nor  of  demand  of  payment. 

5.  The  a.ssessment  itself  is  the  only  competent  and  legal  evidence  o  ■  fthe 
fact  of  an  assessment. 

6.  Where  the  tax  warrant  directs  a  sale  to  be  made  to  raise  a  sum  1 —  ^rgcr 
than  the  whole  amount  due,  it  is  a  clear  excess  of  authority^  and  reod^  ,jrs  the 
vrarrant,  so  far  as  it  affects  the  land  in  question,  null  and  void. 
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7.  Even  if  all  the  requirements  of  the  statute  hod  been  strictly  complied 
'^'i  th,  80  as  to  confer  upon  the  purchaser  at  such  sale  a  valid  title  against  the 
liei  18  of  the  former  owner,  and  all  claiming  under  them,  a  prior  mortgage 
f^i  vcn  by  their  ancestor  would  not  thereby  have  been  extinguished. 

S  The  phrase  owner  or  ownen  (Xix.  Dig.  853,  ^  77,  and  Pamj>h.  L.,  1852, 
^».  249,  J  7,)  was  used  to  denote  the  owner  of  an  estate  in  poxffssion  at  the 
t*.rw9^  of  the  ai8f$8mait,  and  not  a  prior  owner,  or  the  owner  of  an  estate  in 
^X|:»€ctiincy,  or  of  any  executory  or  conting»^nt  interest,  and  the  design  of 
t.li*s  act  was  to  make  the  interest  of  such  owner  only,  and  those  claiming 
ta  n*ler  him,  liable  for  the  tax  assessed. 

1*.  The  right  of  a  mortgagee  is  not  dofbatod  by  a  tax  sale,  where  the 
iTjf>irtgage  was  not  given  )jy  those  who  were  owners  of  tlie  litnd  at  the  time 
oi*  the  assessment,  or  against  whom  the  tax  was  assessed,  but  is  a  title  para- 
»Trj  oiint  to  theirs.  Such  mortgage  is  a  valid  and  subsisting  encumbrance  upon 
t.li*=i    land  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  at  the  sale. 


The  case  was  heard  upon  the  bill  and  proofs. 
Gledhill,  for  complainant. 

The  Chancellor.     The  mortgage  which  tho  complain- 

'^^^t  seoks  to  foreclose,  was  given  Ijy  Malh'son  and  wife  on  the 

*-*^^vonth  of  October,  1847,  upon  a  house  an<l  lot  in  the  city 

^^^    Paterson.     On  the  fifteenth  of  January,  1848,  the  mort- 

^•^gor  died.    Upon  his  death,  the  legal  title  to  the  mortgaged 

l*^'*^mises  descended  to  his  children,  some  of  whom  were  mi- 

^^ors.     By  his  will,  the  executors  were  authorized  to  sell  the 

^•^^d,  and  in  the  meantime  to  apply  the  net  nMits  and  profits 

"^^-^  the  support  ^and  education  of  his  two  youngest  children. 

In  1858  the  premises  were  sohl  for  a  term  of  sixty  years, 
\'^rthe  sum  of  ;if36.41,  by  virtue  of  a  tax  warrant,  to  satisfy 
•'^^.70,  the  arrears  of  taxes  which  Were  asstissed  on  account 
*-»t"  the  land,  against  the  estate  of  Malleson,  for  the  years 
1 854-6-6,  together  with  fees,  costs,  and  expenses.  The 
^"alue  of  the  lot  is  about  $90U.  The  defendants  claim  that 
^^ie  purchaser  acquired  an  absolute  title  to  the  premises,  and 
^^iJUall  other  rights  in,  or  encumbrances  upon  the  [>roperty, 
^'*«  extinguished. 

The  only  ground  of  controversy  is,  whether  the  title  ac- 
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quired  under  the  sale  for  taxes  is  valid,  and  if  valid,  whether 
it  is  paramount  to  the  title  of  the  mortgagee. 

The  power  to  sell  land  for  the  payment  of  taxes,  is  a  naked 
power,  not  coupled  with  an  interest,  and  must  be  exercised 
in  strict  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
Every  prerequisite  to  the  exercise  of  the  power  must  pre- 
cede it.  To  establish  a  title  Under  a  sale  for  taxes,  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  purchaser  to  show  that  all  the  prerequisites 
to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale,  have  been  complied 
with. 

The  deed  is  not  even  prima  facie  evidence  of  that  fact. 
Stead's  Exrs  v.  Course^  4  Cranch  403 ;  WiUiayiis  v.  Peyton  s 
Lessee,  4  Wheatoii  77  ;  Sharp  v.  Speir,  4  Hill  76 ;  Early  v. 
Doe,  16  Hotv,  610,  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  act  under  which  this  sale  was  made,  declares  that  the 
tax  shall  be  and  remain  a  lien  on  the  real  estate,  on  account 
of  which  the  assessment  shall   be   made.      JPamph,  Laws 
1852,  p.  247.     There  is  no  competent  evidence  that  the  as- 
sessment for  the  year  1864  was  made  on  account  of  the  land 
which  was  sold  for  the  payment  of  the  tax.     The  assessment 
for  that  year  contains  no  description  whatever  of  the  land 
assessed.     Opposite  the  words  "  estate  of  John  Malleson," 
under  the  column  headed  real  estate,  is  the  following  entry : 
''1  H.  &  1  L."     It  may  be  conjectured  that  the  entry  was 
designed  to  indicate  one  house  and  lot,  on  account  of  which 
the  assessment  was  made.     But  it  does  not  appear,  nor  can 
it  be  even  conjectured  from  anything  apparent  on  the  as-     - 
sessment,  what  house  or  lot  was  intended  to  be  indicated,    li^^ 
is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  proceedings,  that  it  shoul(l£lj 
appear  that  the  tax  wfis  assessed  on  account  of  the  propertjj^^ 
sold.     There  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  the  fact,  except  : 
recital  in  the  tax  warrant  in  these  words :  **  whereas  it  ^\^  ^ 
pears  to  the  mayor  and  alderman  of  the  city  of  Paterso  .^^ 
*     *     *     that  an  assessment  of  four  dollars  and  fifty  ceir—  ^ 
of  taxes  for  the  year  1854,  was  made  by  the  assessor  of 
South  Ward  against  the  estate  of  John  Millen,  on  accouni 
the  following  lots  of  land  and  premises;"  describing  the 
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3stion.  Assuming  that  Millen  is  a  clerical  mistake  for 
son,  how  did  the  fact  appear  to  the  mayor  and  alder- 
hat  any  such  assessment  wjis  made  ?  Certainly  not  by 
sessment  itself,  which  is  the  only  competent  and  legal 
ice  of  that  fact  The  recital  of  the  warrant  is  not  legal 
\ce  of  the  fact  of  an  assessment,  nor  of  demand  of  pay- 
There  must  be  otht^r  and  competent  evidence  that 
was  an  assessment,  and  that  it  was  legally  made. 
5  tax  warrant  recites  that  the  sum  of  seven  dollars  and 
ents  was  assessed  for  the  year  185G,  and  directs  a  sale 

made  to  raise  821. (.)0,  for  taxes  assessed  against  the 
or  th'i  years  ISot-o-G.  It  app>ars  by  the  duplicate, 
he  tax  assessed  for  the  year  1850,  w;is  but  $7.20,  and 
the  whole  amount  due  for  taxes  from  the  estate  of 
son,  was  but  $20.70.  This  was  a  clear  excess  of  au- 
y,  and  rendered  the  warrant,  so  far  as  it  affects  the 
in  cpiestion,  null  and  void. 

e.se,  with  other  objections  equally  vital,  are  fixtal  to  the 
ty  of  the  sale  for  tax<'S.     No  valid  title  was  acquired 
e  purchaser  under  that  sale,  and  none  could  be  trans- 
1  to  his  alienees, 
t  if  the  prerequisites  to  the  sale  had  been  complied 

and  the  power  had  been  exercised  in  strict  conrormity 
the  statute,  so  as  to  confer  a  valid  title  a^i^ainst  the  heirs 
>hn  ilalleson  and  those  clainiini^  und^T  them,  I  think 
)ulrl  not  have  extiiiLCui.shed  the  morli:!jaii:e  of  the  com- 
ant. 

10  tax  sale  was  made  under  the  provisions  of  "an  act  to 
!'  tax"'.--  a  lien  on  i\r:i\  estate  iu  the  county  of  Passaic,  and 
uliorizr*  the  sale  of  the  same  for  the  payment  thereof," 
ov.mI  ilarch  lUth,  I8r)2.  rcunp/i.  L.  247.  IW  the 
lid  Si-ction,  it  is  enact^.'d  that  any  assessm«Mit  of  tax(\«* 
e  in  said  county  airainst  any  prison,  on  account  of  mhv 

estate  of  sut^h  person  or  body  cor[H)i-;iu>,  shall  be  and 
aiii  a  lien  on  all  the  lands,  trnrrn«'nts,  hcrfMlitani.Mits.  or 

estate,  on  account  of  which  sai<l  a-scssm-.-nt  siiall  l»e 
!»"•,  with  hiwful  intcn-st;  and  costs  and  U-^>  in  relatival  to 
''JL.  I.  2  k 
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the  assessment  and  collection  thereof,  for  the  space  of  five 
years  from  the  time  when  the  taxes  became  payable.     By 
the  sixth  section  of  the  act,  it  is  enacted  that  the  land  shaL^^^- 
be  sold  and  conveyed  to  such  person  as  will  agree  to  uk-    ^^^ 
the  same  for  the  shortest  term,  and  pay  the  tax,  interea*^  j___^ 
costs,  fees,  and  expenses ;  and  that  the  grantee,  by  virtue  ^ 
such  sale  and  conveyance,  shall  hold  and  enjoy  the  said  re . 
estate  during  the  term  for  which  he  shall  have  purchased  tl 
same,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  "against  the  owner 
owners  thereof,  and  all  and  every  person  or  persons  claimi  -m] 

under  her,  him,  or  them,  until  the  said  term  shall  be  fu ~!3] 

completed  and  ended." 

The  power  of  the  legislature,  by  virtue  of  its  sovereign 
to  make  the  tax  a  charge  upon  the  estate  of  all  parties 
terested  in  the  land,  and  to  make  the  tax  title  paramouni 
all  other  and  prior  claims  and  encumbrances,  is  not  questior 
But  has  that  power  been  exercised  in  the  act  under  conside 
tion?     Was  it  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  that  the 
deed  should  operate  to  destroy  all  prior  interests  in  the  est,  ^^ 
vested  or  contingent,  executed  or  executory,  in  possessio:*^^    or 
exi)octancy  ?     Is  the  title  under  the  deed  paramount  to       "•ie 
widow's  right  of  dower?     Or  will  the  sale  of  land,  to      I-'^^y 
the  Uix  of  a  tenant  for  life,  extinguish   the  title  of  a.         ^• 
mainderinan  or  reversioner?     The  legislature,  1  think  ,     *'^J 
not  contemf>late  such  a  result.     There  is  nothing  in  the   1  *^^- 
guage  of  the  act  to  indicate  such  intentiou.     It  is  not  dech*-  ^^^ 
that  the  title  of  the  grantee  in  the  tax  deed  shall  be  i^i^  ^'^' 
mount  to  all  other  interests,  nor  that  he  shall  hold  it  agai  ^'^^ 
all  claims  and  encumbrances  whatever.     Nor  even  that      he 
shall  hold  it  during  the  term  for  which  he  purchases,  i-"*^^ 
that  he  shall  hold  it  against  the  owner  or  ownei*s  thereof, »■  ^^ 
all  persons  claiming  under  him  or  them,  until  said  term  sip-  -^ 
be  ended.     Our  tax  laws  have  always  contemplated  tb^^ 
lands  shall  be  assessed  to  the  owner  or  owners  of  the  land 
the  time  of  the  assessment.     The  act  of  1854,  which  raa^^ 
taxes  a  lien  upon  land  throughout  the  state,  directs  that 
lands  shall  be  assessed  in  the  name  of  the  owner.     The  seoo^ 
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tion  of  the  act  in  question  declares,  that  any  assessment 
taxes  against  any  person  or  persons,  on  account  of  lands 
^8uch  'person  or  persons ,''  that  is,  of  lands  of  which  he  or 
y  are  the  owner  or  owners,  shall  be  a  lien  upon  the  said 
is  ;  and  by  the  seventh  section  it  is  enacted,  that  notwith- 
iding  any  mist<ike  in  the  name  or  names,  or  omission  to 
le  the  real  owner  or  owners  of  the  land  in  assessing  the 
,  the  assessment  shall  be  valid.  The  phrase  owner  or 
lers,  was  used  to  denote  the  owner  of  an  estate  in  posses- 
i  at  the  time  of  the  assessment,  and  not  a  prior  owner  or 
owner  of  an  estate  in  expectimcy,  or  of  any  executory  or 
Lingent  interest,  and  the  design  of  the  act  was  to  make 
interest  of  such  owner  only,  and  those  claiming  under 
,  liable  for  the  tax  assessed.  That  this  is  the  true  inter- 
ration  of  the  act,  is  rendered  highly  probable  by  the  whole 
ory  and  policy  of  our  legislation  on  the  subject.  The  tax 
requires  the  land  to  be  assessed  against  the  owner,  and 
lis  name ;  it  requires  a  personal  demand  of  the  tax,  and 
ice  of  the  time  of  the  meeting  of  the  commissioners  of  ap- 
1.  In  case  of  a  default  in  payment,  after  proof  of  demand, 
uthorizes  the  sale  of  the  delinquent's  goods,  or  the  arrest 
his  body.  Where  the  t<ix  is  assessed  upon  unimproved 
untenanted  lands,  the  wood,  timber,  or  herbage  might  be 
led  upon  by  distress  and  sale,  for  the  payment  of  the  t<vx. 
it  in  no  case,  by  the  general  tax  law  of  the  state,  was  land 
thorized  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  taxes^  Nor  was 
3  tax  a  lien  even,  upon  the  interest  or  estate  in  the  land  of 
?  dehnquent  tax  payer.  If  there  was  no  tenant  upon  the 
id,  and  no  vendible  property  to  be  taken  by  way  of  redress, 
i;re  was  no  means  of  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  Uix 
ainst  a  non-resident  land  owner.  That  legislation  should 
ve  furnished  a  remedy  for  this  evil,  by  subjecting  the  land 
the  delinquent  tax  payer  to  the  lien  of  the  tax,  and  to  be 
Id  for  its  satisfaction,  was  to  have  been  anticipated.  But 
was  not  to  have  been  anticipated,  that  the  legislature  do- 
5iied  utterly  to  abandon  its  long  approved  policy  of  protect- 
3  the  rights  of  the  tax  payer,  subjecting  even  his  personal 
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property  to  sale,  only  upon  default  in  payment  after  notm^ce 
and  demand ;  and  to  subject  the  estate  of  the  owners  £^    ^3id 
bona  fide  encumbrancers  of  estates  in  the  lands  to  sale,    rl^or 
the  del'ault  of  another,  without  notice  of  the  existence  of    t       >he 
tax,  or  an  opportunity  of  redemption. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  law  applies  as  well  to  resicl^e^^at 
as  to  non-resident  tax  payers,  and  makes  no  provision  wti  -^it- 
ever  for  redemption,  either  by  parties  having  estates  in  ^i  he 
land,  or  by  mortgagees.  If  the  law  was  designed  to  opex^^^^te 
solely  upon  the  estate  of  the  delinquent  tax  payer,  tti.«^=^i*6 
would  seem  to  be  no  necessity  for  such  provision.  But  -^the 
privilege  of  redemption  in  favor  of  mortgagees,  and  owti  --^^rs 
of  rights  in  land  sold  for  the  default  of  a  delinquent  tiix  ip^y  ^^' 
is  so  obviously  proper,  and  its  omission  so  inconsistent  w"  ^^^ 
ordinary  ideas  of  justice,  that  it  will  be  found  to  be  a  v^==^^y 
general,  if  not  universal,  provision  of  statutes  designeti  ^^ 
afleci  the  estate  of  others  than  the  delinquent.  Its  omis53-^*-0^ 
in  the  present  act,  is  entitled  to  some  weight  in  determirax  ng 
the  rral  intention  of  the  legislature. 

If  the  tax  for  the  whole  value  of  the  land  were  assesi^^^^'^ 
upon  the  land  as  an  entire  thing,  against  the  mortgagor,         ^^ 
party  in  possession,  there  would  seem  to  be  more  propri^^^^V 
in  subjecting  the  entire  estate,  including  both  the  intere3t>     of 
the   mortgagee  and  mortgagor,  to  the  operation  of  the    ^-■^^ 
sale.     But  und(a'  our  system  of  taxation,  the  mortgage^      ^^ 
taxed  individually  for  his  interest  in  the  land.     The  mo^^' 
gagor  is  assessed  only  for  the  value  of  the  equity  of  redei^nP* 
tion.     Thus  to  distinguish  between  the  esUite  of  the  nnor^ 
gagor  and  mortgagee,  and  yet  to  sacrifice  the  interest  of"   tio 
mortgagee  without  opportunity  of  redemption,  for  the  de'Ca^^^ 
of  the  mortgagor  in  paying  the  tax  assessed  against  hi ^  ^^' 
terest  in  the  land,  could  scarcely  have  been  within  the      co°" 
templation  of  the  legislature. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  question  is  not  entirelj^  fr^ 
from  difficulty,  and  that  it  has  given  rise  to  some  convict  of 
o}>inion.  But  if  it  be  admitted  that  the  foregoing  v  ^ew  is 
erroneous,  still  the  right  of  the  complainant  under  his      luort- 
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is  not  defeated  by  the  tax  sale,  because  the  mortgage 
lot  given  by  those  who  were  owners  of  the  land  at  the 
)f  the  assessment,  or  against  whom  the  tax  was  assessed, 
nortgage  was  given  in  1847.  Malleson,  the  mortgagor, 
n  1848.  The  legal  estate  in  the  land  descended  to  his 
The  equitable  interest  was,  by  the  will  of  the  mort- 
',  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of  certain  of  his  minor 
•en.  It  was  sold  for  taxes  assessed  in  1854-5-6  to 
estate  of  John  Malleson."  Admitting,  as  was  held  in 
V.  Collector  of  Jersey  City,  4  Zah,  108,  that  the  form 
?  assessment  was  sufficient  to  indicate  the  heirs  or  de- 
i,  without  naming  them,  it  is  clear  that  the  mortgage 
i  complainant  is  not  within  the  provision  of  the  statute. 
Malleson,  the  mortgagor,  was  not  the  owner  at  the  time 
}  assessment.  The  heirs  of  Malleson  were  then  the 
rs,  and  the  mortgagee  does  not  claim  under  them,  but 
:le  paramount  to  theirs. 

will  be  decreed  th  t  the  complainant's  mortgage  was  not 
[Tuinhed  by  the  tax  sale,  but  is  a  valid  and  subsisting 
nhrance  ui)on  the  land  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  at 
sale.  As  the  claims  of  the  children  of  Malleson,  the 
^^agor,  and  those  claiming  under  the  tax  sale,  are  not 
Ic'signed  to  be  finally  disposed  of,  the  surplus  money,  if 
here  be,  after  satisfying  the  complainant's  demand,  will, 
?  final  (locree,  be  directed  to  be  brought  into  court  to 
the  further  order  of  the  court. 


Gershom  D.  Walling  vs,  Elizabeth  Walling. 

n  an  ap[»lication  for  alimony  pcndcnU:  lite,  tlie  case  must  bo  takon 
trongly  aguinft  the  petitiontjr.  The  burthon  of  proof  is  upon  her. 
\\\  tlie  factrt  upon  which  an  onh-r  for  alimony  is  foundoil,  must  bo 
1.  Tho  oidnr  niu.st  not  n-st,  upon  mf-ri.*  jaesuniption  or  conjooture. 
VhfTf;  the  circum.-tancc-H  upon  whivih  a  proper  a(ijustment  of  alimony 
:ally  *3e['(.'n<ls.  do  not  a}»poar  in  tin*  petition,  a  reiercncc  lo  a  master 
e  ordered,  to  ascertain  the  real  facts  of  the  case. 

2k» 
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4.  Under  the  special  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  qaestion  was  disposed 
of  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition,  without  a  reference. 


Bcdhy  for  petitioner. 

H.  S.  LittlCy  for  complainant,  contra. 

The  Chancellor.  The  complainant  filed  a  bill  against 
his  wife  for  divorce,  on  the  ground  of  desertion.  The  wife, 
having  answered,  asks  an  allowance  for  alimony  pendente 
litey  and  for  counsel  fee  and  expenses.  The  application  is 
submitted  without  argument,  upon  the  facts  contained  in  the 
petition. 

The  materials  for  an  intelligent  and  satisfactory  disposition 
of  the  question  are  not  bt^foro  the  court.  All  the  material 
facts  that  are  disclosed  are,  that  the  husband  and  wife  have 
been  living  separate  for  some  years.  The  wife  (with  two 
daughters,  one  seventeen  and  the  other  fifU^en  years  of  age) 
residing  with  her  father,  and  mainly  supporting  herself  by 
her  own  industry.  The  husband  possessed  of  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  valued  at  $3500.  Wiiether  the  daughters  are 
accustomed  to  labor,  and  able  to  maintain  themselves  by  their 
industry  ;  whether  tiio  property  of  the  husband  is  productive 
or  unpro(Uu!tive ;  whether  he  is  engaged  in  business,  or  has 
other  sources  of  income,  does  not  appear.  lj[>on  these  cir- 
cumstances the  proper  adjustment  of  alimony  would  mate- 
rially depend. 

The  case  must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  peti- 
tioner. Thp  burthen  of  proof  is  upon  her.  All  the  facts 
iH)on  which  the  order  for  alimony  is  founde<i  must  be  proved. 
The  order  must  not  rest  uj)on  mere  presumption  or  conjecture. 

The  case  then  is,  that  the  jninies  are  in  humble  life,  the  - 
wife  accustomed  to  labor,  and  both  she  and  her  daughter-^Fs 
able  to  provide  for  their  own  maintenance.     The  husban«"^ 

possessed  of  real  and  personal  property  to  the  value  of  $350C . 

consisting  probal)ly  of  a  home  and  furniture,  totally  unprcn^ 
ductive,  or  if   the  whole   amount    be    ordinarily    produ 
tive,  furnishing  an  income  not  exceeding  $200  per  auuui 
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trade  or  business,  and  no  other  source  of  income,  or 
)f  support.  Under  such  circumstances,  justice  re- 
bat  a  very  moderate  allowance  be  made  for  alimony, 
wance  which,  under  other  circumstances,  would  be 
all,  would  prove  ruinous  to  the  husband.     If  the  wife 

feeble  health,  or  otherwise  incapable  of  supporting 
if  either  of  her  daughters  were  dependent  upon  her 
)Ort  or  education,  if  the  husband's  property  was  pro- 

if  he  was  engaged  in  profitable  business,  or  pos- 
)f  any  other  source  of  income,  the  case  would  be 
iltered.  It  is,  obviously,  a  proper  case  for  a  reference 
ster,  to  ascertain  the  real  facts  of  the  case. 
LS  the  parties  dusire  a  decision  of  the  court  without 
fc^nse  of  a  i*eference,  and  as  the  legal  presumptions 
lich  the  decision  must  rest,  are  probably  in  accordance 
3  real  facts  of  the  ciiso,  the  question  is  disposed  of 
e  facts  stated  in  the  petition,  without  a  reference, 
illowance  will  be  made  of  two  dollars  per  week  for 
',  and  thirty  dollars  for  counsel  fee  and  expenses, 
nony  to  cunimenco  on  the  fourteenth  of  August,  1863, 

of  filing  the  petition,  and  to  be  paid  quarterly. 


Stewart  C.  Marsh  vs.  Eliza  Ann  Marsh. 

3n»'ral  allegation  in  a  lill  for  divorce,  that  tlie  defendant  within  a 
time  has  conimitied  adultery,  is  insulHcient.  The  party  with 
?  crime  is  helioved  to  have  heen  committed,  must  be  named ;  or 
wn.  an  averment  to  that  ellect  is  necessary. 

ch:irqe  must  be  so  full  and  p}»ecitic  shat  the  party  charged  may 
at  he  is  called  on  to  answer.  It  should  state  the  time  when,  the 
:  where,  and  if  known,  the  per-^on  with  whom  the  offence  was 
d.  It  is  not  necessary  to  slate  the  day,  but  the  month  and  year 
'  stated. 

averment  that  the  statements  contained  in  the  bill  are  made  upon 
•m  and  belief,  constitute  no  ground  of  demurrer, 
ill  praying  a  discovery  from  the  defendant,  whether  since  her 

she  hiki  not  commuted  adultery  with  any  pcrbou  whatever,  and 
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with  whom,  and  at  what  time  and  place,  and  ander  what  circomstaDces,  is 
demurrahle.  The  rule  is,  that  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  accuse  himself 
of  a  crime,  or  to  furnish  any  evidence  whatever  which  shall  lead  to  an 
accusation  of  that  nature.  And  the  objection  lies  to  a  particular  inter- 
rogatory, though  the  bill  be  in  other  respects  unexceptionable. 

5.  Under  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  no  objection  for  want 
of  form  can  properly  be  raised.  A  demurrer  must  express  the  several 
causes  of  demurrer. 

6.  Demurrer  overruled,  with  leave  to  amend  by  stating  the  grounds  of 
demurrer  within  twenty  days,  unless  the  complainant  within  that  time, 
shall  amend  his  bill  in  tiie  particulars  objected  to. 

T,  RunyoUy  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

I.  The  bill  does  not  charge  adultery  except  o/i  informa- 
tion  and  belief. 

Our  ''act  concerning  divorces,"  provides  that  the  petition 
shall  plainbj  and  fullf/  state  the  cause  or  causes  of  the  apph- 
cation  for  divorce,  &c. 

The  bill  (when  the  proceeding  is  by  bill)  should  be  equally 
explicit  in  statement. 

No  affidavit  of  the  truth  of  the  allegations  is  required  to 
be  made  by  complainant;  there  is,  therefore,  no  excuse 
whatever  for  the  vague  statement  upon  information  and  be- 
lief. Under  such  circumt^tances,  it  is  surely  not  requiring 
too  much  of  the  complainant,  to  insist  that  he  state  positively 
tiie  fact  of  the  alleged  adultery. 

II.  There  is  no  attempt  at  particularity  in  this  bill. 

It  states  that  the  complainant  is  informed  and  beheves, 
and  charges  the  truth  to  be,  that  the  defendant  has  committed 
adultery  with  divers  persom  at  different  places  in  New  Jersey 
since  her  'taarriage  to  the  complainant,  and  especially  that  in 
all  the  years,  1858,  1859,  I860,  186 J,  1862,  1863,  she  com- 
mitted adultery  with  J.  H.  G.  Hawes,  at  Newark,  but  ou  - 
what  particular  day  complainant  is  ignorant. 

Here  is  a  period  of  more  than  five  years  through  whicl.'  . 
adultery  is  charged  merely  on  information  and  belief,  with-^ 
out  a  single  specification  of  time,  place,  or  circumstauct= 
t;helford  on  Mar.  4-  D.  399. 

So  of  the  statenieut  aa  to  her  living  in  adultery  wi^^ 
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awes.  That  is  merely  on  information  and  belief,  without 
€cification  of  time  ''for  a  long  time  past,"  and  without 
.y  circumstances. 

III.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  requires  the  defendant  to  dis- 
ver  whether,  *'  since  her  marriage  to  complainant  she  has 
t  committed  adultery  with  some  one  or  other>  with  the  par- 
•ular?." 

Ifo  such  answer  can  be  required  of  the  defendant. 

IV.  If  this  bill  can  be  sustained,  then  a  simple  statement 
at  complainant  is  informed  and  believes  that  since  his  mar- 
Lge  to  defendant  she  has  committed  adultery,  an«i  praying 
Jiscovery,  would  be  sufticient  in  a  bill  for  divorce. 

The  additional  statement,  that  the  com[)lainant  is  informed 
d  believes  that  in  all  of  more  than  five  years  pa.st,  defend- 
t  has  committed  adultery  with  a  certain  person  at  a  certain 
signated  city,  would  not  redeem  the  bill  from  the  objection. 
For  if  that  allegation  were  denied  by  the  answer,  and 
capable  of  proof,  the  complainant,  if  the  bill  be  held  suffi- 
tnt,  would  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  to  proof  under  the 
neral  charge  containing  no  particulars  or  specifications 
iatever. 

V.  The  affidavit  to  the  bill  is  not  in  compliance  with  the 
•v. 

The  statute  requires  the  complainant's   oath  that   "his 

tnplaint "  is  not  made  by  any  collusion,  &c. 

The  affidavit  in  this  case  is  that  the  '*  bill  of  complaint"  is 

t  made  by  any  collusion,  &c. 

The  object  of  the  statute  is  to  guard  against  collusion  in 

OBecuting  suits  for  divorce,  and  it  is  not  satisfied  by  oath 

at  the  bill  is  not  viade  (whatever  that  means)  by  collusion. 

Hayincf/,  for  the  complainant,  contra. 
The  bill  states  the  cause  of  the  application  for  divorce  to 
'  adultery,  committed  by  the  defendant  with  John  H.  G. 
a>ves,  at  the  city  of  Newark,  on  different  days  in  each  and 
1  of  the  years,  1858,  1859,  1800,  18G1,  1862,  and  1863; 
id  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  filing  of  the  bill  was 
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living,  and  for  a  long  time  previous  had  been  living,  in  adul- 
tery with  said  Hawes  at  the  city  of  Newark. 

The  complainant  makes  these  charges  upon  "  information 
and  belief."  See  precedents  in  2  Barb,  Ch.  Pr.  680;  3 
Hoffinaas  Ch,  Pr.  {appendix)  373. 

As  to  the  want  of  particularity. 

All  that  is  required  in  bills  for  divorce  is,  that  the  offence 
charged  should  be  stated  with  such  reasonable  certainty  as 
to  time,  place,  and  person,  that  the  defendant  may  be  able  to 
meet  it.  The  practice  in  the  English  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
of  setting  out  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  is  not  adhered 
to,  and  is  not  required  here. 

It  is  sufficient  to  charge  that  the  offence  was  committed 
with  one  or  more  persons  unknown  to  the  complainant.  Ger- 
mond  V.  Germond,  6  Johns,  Ch,  R,  347,  349.  See  also 
Bokel  V.  Bokel,  3  Edw,  Ch,  E,  376 ;  MorreU  v.  Morrell,  3 
Barb.  S.  a  li.  236. 

Particular  evidence  may  be  given  under  a  general  charge 
of  lewdness.  Clark  v.  Periam,  2  Atk.  333,  337;  Watkyns 
V.  Wath/ziSf  Ibid.  96. 

If  the  acts  of  adultery  charged  are  sufficiently  circumstan- 
tial, it  is  not  necessary  to  specify  time  and  place.  Moore  v. 
Moore,  3  Moore  84 ;  Chittys  Eq,  Dig,,  "  Husband  and 
Wife''  1,  6. 

The  affidavit  annexed  to  the  bill  is  in  the  same  form  given 
in  Potts'  Ch.  Prec.  185. 

The  Chancellor.  The  practice  in  the  English  Ecclesias- 
tical Courts  on  a  charge  of  adultery,  either  in  the  libel  or 
in  the  responsive  allegation,  is  to  set  out  circumstantially  all 
the  princi{)al  facts  of  the  case  as  proposed  to  be  proved.  The 
libel  sUUes,  also,  the  various  acts  of  adultery  intended  to  be 
relied  on ;  when,  where,  and  with  whom  committed.  Dillon 
v.  DUloti,  3  Curteis  86  ;  Shelford  on  Mar.  ^  D.  398. 

The  same  degree  of  particularity  has  not  been  adopted  iik. 
bills  for  divorce  in  this  country.  But  it  is  settled  that  a. 
general  allegation  that  the  defendant,  within  a  specified  time. 
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itted  adultery,  is  insufficient.  The  party  with  whom 

is  believed  to  have  been  committed  must  be  named, 
inown,  an  averment  to  that  effect  is  necessary. 
.  Church,  3  Mass,  157 ;  Choate  v.   Choate,  Ibid, 
-mond  V.  Gerviond,  6  Johns.  Ch,  E.  347. 
principle  of  good  pleading  requires  that  the  charge 

so  full  and  specific  that  the  defendant  may  know 
je  she  is  aiUed  on  to  answer.  It  should  state  the 
n,  the  place  where,  and  if  known,  the  person  with 
J  offence  was  committed.  It  is  not  necessary  as  in 
cases,  to  state  the  day,  but  the  month  and  year 

stated. 

el  charging  adultery  ought  to  set  forth  some  certain 
te  time,  viz,  the  year  and  month  wherein  the  crime 
y  is  alleged  to  be  committed,  for  without  such  spe- 
of  time,  the  libel  is  not  valid  in  law,  and  the  court 
rocoed  in  the  cause,  even  though  the  party  accused 
)t  oppose  the  proceeding.  Ayliffes  Parergon  50  ; 
on  Mar,  t?-  D,  399. 

ue  rule  in  charging  adultery  as  well  as  the  reason 
ch  it  rests,  is  stated  with  clearness  by  Chancel- 
orth  in  Wood  v.  Wood,  2  Paige  113:  -^'The  only 
')rudent  course  is  to  rt^quire  the  charge,  whether  of 
3n  or  recrimination,  to  be  stated  in  the  pleadings 
le  issues,  in  such  a  manner  that  the  adverse  party 
repared  to  meet  it  on  tlie  trial.  If  the  persons  with 
J  adultery  was  committed  are  known,  they  must  be 

the  defendant's  answer,  and  the  adultery  must  be 
vith  reasonable  certainty  as  to  time  and  phice.  If 
unknown,  the  fact  should  be  stated  in  the  answer 
3  issue,  and  the  time,  place,  and  circumstances  under 
e  adultery  was  committed,  should  be  set  forth. 
>arty  has  a  right,  to  make  such  a  charge  against  the 
mere  suspicion,  relying  on  being  able  to  fish  up  tes- 
efore  the  trial  to  su{)port  the  allegation.  When  in- 
1  sufficient  to  justify  the  charge  is  given,  the  party 
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will  be  possessed  of  the  requisite  facts  to  put  the  charge  in  a 
distinct  and  tangible  form  on  the  record."  ^ 

These  principles  and  reasons  apply  as  well  to  the  bill      ^     . 
charging  adultery,  as  to  the  nnswer  setting  it  up  by  way  of         jt^-h. 
recrimination.     The  same  principle  is  recognized  in  Clutch       "^j^ 
V.   CluirJtj  ^(ixton,  474 ;  and  in  Burr  v.  Burr,  2  I^dw.  Ch. 
R.  448. 

The  bill  in  this  case  charges  that  the  defendant,  since  her 
marriage  with  the  complainant,  hath  committed  adultery  at 
divers  places  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  with  divers  persons, 
wdiose  names  are  unknown  to  the  complainant.  The  parties 
were  married  on  the  15th  of  Sej^tember,  1835.  The  bill  was 
filed  on  the  23d  of  ilarcli,  1863.     The  allegation   is  tanta-  ^ 

mount  to  a  giMieral  charge  that  within  twenty-eight  years  be- 
fore filing  the  bill,  the  defi^ndant  hath  been  guilty  of  adulteiy. 
The  bill  turtlier  charges  that  the  defendant,  on  different  days  ^ 

in  the  year.s  1S58-51)- 00-61-02-63,  but  upon  what  particu- 
lar days  the  dt.'lendant  is  ignorant,  at  the  (uty  of  Newark,  ^ 
committed  adultery  with  one  John  H.  G.  Hawes,  and  that                ^ 
the  (hifendant  is  now,  and  for  a  long  time  past  has  been,                « 
living  in  atlulu'vy  with  the  said  John  H.  G.  Hawes,  at  the  city                ' 
of  Newai'k  atur«said.     If  any  part  of  this  charge  possesses               ^^ 
the  requi.<itc  degree  of  certainty,  it  is  the  last  clause,  which              xj 
charg<;8  that  the  deleiidant  is  now  living  in  adultery  at  New-              — - 
ark,  with  llawcs,  and  it  would   seem   that  the  defendant's           .*- ' 
evidence  must  be  eonlined  to  the  single  point,  that  at  or  about          ^  ^, 
the  time  of  filing   the  bill,  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  the        ^^*  ^,, 
crime  specilied.     But  what  is  meant  by  a  long  time  past?      ^-    ^ 
and  how  is  an  issue  to  be  framed  uj)on  the  charge?     Suppose  .^^  ^ 
the  drfend.nii  denies  the  charge,  and  an  issue  at  law  is  di-- 
rected.     Is  the  juiy  to  inquire  whether  the  defendant,  withir^ 
a,  long  time  past,  has  been  guilty  of  adultery? 

It  is  ()bier'ti:d  that  the  charge  of  adultery  is  not  madepob^^/ 
lively,  but  upon  inlormation  and   belief  oidy.     The  form       \^ 
derived  fruin  th(;  j>re('«'<lents  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  I^  ^\r 
York.     The  averment  that  the  statement  is  made  ufjoa   in- 
loi'nuition  and  belief  is  there  appropriate,  because,  by     the 
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rules  of  that  court,  the  bill  is  required  to  be  verified  by  oath. 
And  in  bills  which  are  to  be  thus  verified,  as  well  as  in  an- 
swers and  petitions,  the  several  niatters  stated,  charged, 
averred,  admitt-ed,  or  denied,  are  required  to  be  stated  posi- 
tively, or  upon  information  or  belief  only,  according  to  the 
fact.  2  Barb.  CL  Pr.  680^  3  Iloffmaas  Ch.  Pr,  {appenduv) 
371 :  Pules  of  1837,  p.  32,  Pvles  17,  18. 

Where  the  bill  is  not  verified  by  oath,  the  statements  con- 
tained in  it  are  not  understood  to  be  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  party.  It  is  not  requisite  that  they  should  be  so,  any 
more  than  in  the  caiie  of  a  declaration  at  law.  The  aver- 
ment, therefore,  that  the  statements  are  made  upon  informa- 
tion and  belief,  though  unnecessary  and  inappropriate,  con- 
stitutes no  ground  for  demurrer. 

The  bill  prays  a  discovery  from  the  defendant,  whether, 
since  her  marriage,  she  hath  not  committed  adultery  with 
any  person  whatever,  and  with  whom,  and  at  what  time  and 
place,  and  under  what  circumstances.  This  constitutes  a 
vali<l  ground  of  demurrer.  The  rule  is,  that  a  defendant  is 
^ot  bound  to  accuse  himself  of  a  crime,  or  to  furnish  any 
evidence  whatever  which  shall  lead  to  any  accusation  of  that 
^^ature.  And  the  objection  lies  to  a  particular  interrogatory, 
though  the  bill  be  in  other  respects  unexceptionable.  Mit- 
fords  Fq.  PL  194;  Story's  Eq.  PL,  §  522,  524,  575. 

I  have  thus  expressed  an  opinion  upon  the  several  j)oints 
^i^cnssed  in  the  briefs  of  counsel.  But  the  demurn^r,  on 
^-^arnination,  proves  to  be  merely  a  general  <lemurrer  lor 
^^'^nt  of  equity,  under  which  no  objection  for  want  of  form 
^an  properly  be  raised.  A  demurrer  must  express  the  several 
^^Uses  of  demurrer.  Stonjs  Eq.  2H.,  §  443;  Mitfords  Eq. 
■f'l.  213.       ' 

This  objection  was  not  raised  by  counsel,  nor  is  there  any 
J|^^iination,  in  the  briefs  submitted,  that  it  has  been  waived. 
.he  demurrer  c<innot  be  allowetl  as  it  now  stan«is,  because  it 
^  ^'lear  that  the  bill  is  not  deflective  for  want  of  ecpiity.  Leave 
^•■^y  be  given  to  amend  the  demurrer.  OVry;/  v.  Ln;h,  4 
'-^^<idd.  2U8;   Tkorpe  v.  Macavlcf/,  5  Afadd.  '216. 

Vol.  I.  2  L 
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la  such  case  leave  would  be  given,  if  desired,  to  the 
plainant  to  amend  also,  which  would  avoid  the  necess 
amending  the  demurrer.  The  objections  raised  are,  i 
theless,  too  serious  to  justify  the  court  in  requiring  an  a 
to  the  bill  in  its  present  shape.  As  the  most  effectual 
of  attaining  the  ends  of  justice  without  unneceasary  « 
the  demurrer  is  overruled,  with  leave  to  amend  the  den 
within  twenty  days  from  the  date  of  the  order,  unlei 
complainant,  within  that  time,  shall  amend  his  bill 
particulars  objected  to,  for  which  purpose  leave  is  grar 

The  order  is  made  without  costs  to  cither  party  as  a 
the  other. 


George  A.  Keene  and  others  vs,  Polly  Munn  and  ( 

1.  At  common  law  pergonal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  for  the  p 
of  debts,  and  the  heir-at-law  may  call  ujtoa  tlie  ext^cutor  to  exone 
land  by  discharging  the  mortgage  debt  out  of  the  personal  estat 
dcvif*ee  stands  in  the  same  position  as  the  heir,  and  is  entitled  to  t 
equity. 

2.  But  the  mortgagee,  or  alienee,  of  the  heir  or  devisee,  has  i 
equity.  The  }>rinciplo  is  adopted  in  favor  ol  the  heir  or  devisee  alo 
not  in  favor  of  his  alienee. 

3.  Where  a  mortgagor  has  from  time  to  time  aliened  certain  yoT 
the  mortgaged  premise's,  that  ]»ortion  not  aliened  will  be  first  sol  i  tc 
a  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale  ;  if  such  sale  do  not  bring  sufficient  to 
tile  decree,  then  the  parcel  last  aliened  will  be  sohl.  and  so  on  in 
v»irse  order  of  the  conveyances,  until  the  decree  is  satislied. 


Baniiey^  for  complainants. 
Taylor^  for  defendants,  Ira  and  James  Peck. 
Bradley^  for  defendant,  Aaron  Peck. 
Wcd's^  for  diifpudant,  B.  W.  Benson. 


f 
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The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
given  by  Isaac  Munn  and  Polly,  his  wile,  for  $500,  on  two 
tracts  of  land  in  Orange.  The  mortgage  bears  date  on  the 
eleventh  of  October,  1824,  and  was  given  to  Aaron  L.  Burnet, 
and  by  him  assigned  to  the  complainants.  On  the  thirtieth 
of  April,  1834,  the  mortgagor  and  wife  conveyed  one  of  the 
tracts  to  William  Peck,  by  whom  it  was  subsequently  con- 
veyed to  Ira  and  James  IV^^k,  two  of  the  dctendants.  This 
lot  being  first  aliened  by  tho  inortga^'j;or,  it  is  admitted  that 
the  mortgage  debt  is  to  In*  ^.-barged  primarily  on  the  other 
tract  known  as  the  honi<'stead  lot.  On  the  fourth  of  Novem- 
In^r,  1853,  the  niortL:;:j:or  and  wife  conveyed  part  of  the 
iiomestead  tract  t'>  .lames  H.  Simpson.  Simpson  gave  a 
mortgage  of  th.'  s;iino  date  with  the  deed,  to  his  grantor  for 
•'^oC)(),  part  of  tl;»*  luirchase  money.  That  mortgage  is  now 
bt-ld  by  Polly  Munn,  the  w^dow  and  surviving  executor  of 
Isaiic  Munn. 

Isaac  Munn,  the  mortgagor,  died  on  the  fifteenth  of  August, 
1856.  By  his  will,  duly  executed  to  pass  real  estate,  he 
devised  to  his  wife,  Polly  Munn,  the  use  of  all  his  lands 
during  her  widowhood;  and  to  his  son,  John  0.  Munn,  h's 
honicjitead  house  and  lot,  together  with  a  lot  of  mountain 
^'ocKlland,  subject  to  the  j)aym«'nt  of  sundry  legacies  to  his 
other  children,  to  be  paid  in  one  year  after  the  death  of  his 

On  the  eleventh  of  August,  1860,  John  0.  Munn  gave  to 

A^ron  Peck  a  mortgage  on  his  interest  in  the  real  estate  so 

^^^vised  to  him  by  his  father,  the  mortgagor,  for  $300.     On 

^^^^  thirteenth  of  December,  18G1,  he  conveyed  the  equity  of 

^*^*lomption  in  the  premises  to  Benjamin  W.  Bunson.    Benson, 

-*y  his  answer,  claims  that  in  equity  the  amount  of  the  $500 

^^ortgage,  given  by  Simpson  to  Isaac  Munn,  and  now  in  the 

**^nds  of  his  executrix,  should  be  aj)plied  in  exoneration  of 

^^^  land  devise<.l  to  John  0.  Munn  by  his  father,  the  mort- 

^•^gor,  and  that  to  this  end,  that  part  of  the  homestead  lot 

^^Ul  and  conveyed  by  the  mortgagor  to  Sim[)Son,  should  be 

*^^'^t  sold  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  mortgage  of  the  complainant. 
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By  his  answer  he  alleges  that  he  purchased  subject  to  th 
mortgage  to  Aaron  Peck,  and  to  the  legacies  contained  i 
the  will  ot  Isaac  Munn,  deceased,  and  subject  to  no  othe 
(Micumbraiice;  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  he  wa 
informed  by  the  vendor  of  the  existence  of  the  complainant 
mortgage,  but  that  the  mortgagor  in  his  lifetime  had  apprc 
[)riatc*d  the  mortgage  given  by  Simpson  to  him,  to  the  paj 
ment  an<l  discharge  of  the  comj)lainant,s'  mortgage;  and  the 
the  executors  of  the  said  Isaac  Munn  then  held  the  Simpso 
mortgage  for  that  purpose,  and  would  so  apply  it. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  support  of  this  allegation  of  ti 
defendant's  answer.  The  only  question  in  the  case  is,  \vheth( 
the  parties  claiming  title  under  John  0.  Munn,  the  devise 
of  the  mortgagor,  are  entitled  to  have  the  complainant 
mortgage  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  mortgago 
in  exon<'ration  of  the  land  devised. 

At  common  law,  personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  f< 
the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  heir-at-law  may  cull  upon  tl 
executor  to  exonerate  the  land  by  discharging  the  mortgas 
debt  out  of  the  personal  estate,  upon  the  ground  that  tl 
personal  estate  had  the  benefit  of  the  money  for  which  tl 
mortgage  was  given.  The  devisee  stands  in  the  same  positic 
i\i^  tiie  heir,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  equity.  But  the  mor 
gagee,  or  alienee,  of  the  heir  or  devisee  has  no  such  equitj 
The  principle  is  adopted  in  favor  of  the  heir  or  devisee  aIoD( 
and  not  in  favor  of  his  alienee.  Bacons  Abr.y  Mortgage  E 
Havni  V.  Fofsfcr,  9  PlcL  112;  Scott  v.  Bcecher,  5  Maddoc 
9G ;  Cu7fiberland  v.  Codrington,  3  Johns,  Ch,  R.  229 ;  Hainii 
ton  V.  Worky,  2  Ve^^ey  62 ;  1  Washh,  on  Heal  Prop,  506. 

The  common  law  rule  in  favor  of  the  heir  or  devisee,  is  re 
cognized  and  altered  by  a  ju-ovision  of  the  revised  statutes  c 
the  state  of  New  York,  which  makes  the  land  devised  su* 
ject  to  a  mortgage,  the  primary  fund  for  the  satisfaction 
the  mortgage  debt.  1  Bev,  Stat.  749,  §  4;  Waldron 
Waldron,  4  Bradf.  B.Ui;  Taylor  v.  Wendel,  Ibid.  32^^ 
Mosely  v.  Marshall^  27  Barb.  42;  Rapalye  v.  BajxUye,  Ih/d 
610. 
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The  complainants  are  entitled  to  a  decree  for  foreclosure 
and  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  in  the  order  and  priority 
above  indicated.  That  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises  not 
aliened  by  the  mortgagor  in  his  lifetime,  must  be  first  sold. 


Catharine  S.  Wyckoff  and  others  vs,  John  M.  Wyckoff 
and  others. 

^-  The  mere  proof  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of  an  instrument  does  not, 
^^  a  matter  of  course,  let  in  the  party  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its 
contents.  He  who  voluntarily,  without  mistake  or  accident,  destroys  pri- 
mary evidence,  thereby  deprives  himself  of  the  production  and  use  of 
secondary  evidence. 

2-    If  the  destruction  of  an  instrument  was   accidental,  or  if  it  occurred 

Without  the  agency  or  assent  of  tlie  party  offering  it,  secondary  evidence 

'"  *<imissible.     But  if  it  was  voluntarily  destroyed  by  the  party,  secondary 

^^'iQence  of  it»  contents  will  not  be  admitted,  until  it  be  shown  that  it  was 

<^n€3  Under  a  mistake,  and  until  every  inference  of  a  fraudulent  design  is 

•*•    Where  an  adequate  motive  for  the  destruction  of  a  will  is  assigned  by 

^  party  seeking  to  establish  it,  and  clearly  confirmed   by  the   evidence 

^  <^ourt  will  not,  upon  mere  conjecture,  impute   an   inadequate   and  dis- 

^''n^t  motive. 

**-  The  true  rule  is,  that  the  will  may  be  established  upon  satisfactory 
^^^  of  its  destruction,  and  of  its  contents  or  substance.  Whether  the 
^of   ^jg  \jy  QQQ  witness,  or  by  many,  it  must   be  clear,  satisfactory,  an«l 

'-''^^•iocing. 

-  ^-  The  cost  of  establishing  the  will,  and  of  taking  out  letters  of  admin - 
'Ration,  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate,  the  burden  falling  upon  the 
*^Uary  legatee,  by  whose  act  the  costa  were  occasioned. 

•^^^^zipp,  for  complainants. 

•^-  N,  Voorhees,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.     The  bill  is  filed  by  certain  legatees 
'^'i^r  the  will  of  Liny  Van  lorou,  deceaseil,  to  establish  the 

2l* 
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will,  to  the  end  that  letters  testamentary  may  be  issued 
thereon. 

The  factum  of  the  will,  the  competency  of  the  testatrix, 
and  the  destruction  of  the  instrument  after  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  are  clearly  established.  There  is  no  suggestion 
that  there  was  any  revocation  of  the  will.  The  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  there  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  contents  of 
the  instrument.  They  are  proved  by  the  testimony  of  one 
witness  alone,  and  that  witness  interested  in  the  result.  He 
is  the  residuary  legatee  under  the  will,  and  not  only  so,  but 
the  will  was  voluntarily  destroyed  by  him.  Upon  this  state- 
ment of  facts,  three  distinct  questions  are  presented  for  con- 
sideration. 

1.  Is  the  witness  competent? 

2.  Is  he  credible? 

3.  Can  the  will  be  established  upon  the  testimony  of  one 
witness  alone  as  to  its  contents? 

The  interest  of  the  witness  in  the  event  does  not  disqualify 
him.  But  the  more  important  question  is,  whether  a  party 
who  has  voluntarily  destroyed  a  will  or  other  instrument, 
will  b«^  permitted  to  prove  its  contents  by  secondary  (evidence, 
cither  by  his  own  testimony,  or  by  the  testimony  of  others. 
In  considering  this  question,  it  is  proper  to  regard  the  evi- 
dence as  ort'erod  by  the  witness  in  his  own  behalf.  For 
althoui;h  the  bill  is  tiled  in  the  name  of  other  legatees,  it  is 
not  d«.'nied  that  it  is  filed  by  the  procurement  of  the  residu- 
ary legatee,  and  that  he  is  the  principal  legatee  under  the 
win. 

The  mere  proof  of  the  loss  or  destruction  of  an  instru- 
ment does  not,  as  a  matter  of  course,  let  in  the  party  to  give 
secondary  evidence  of  its  content^s.     **  He  who  voluntarily,— - 
without    mistake  or   accident,    destroys   primary    evidence-^ 

thereby  deprives  himself  of  the  production  and  use  of  sec^ 

ondary  eviden(*e."     Broadwell  v.  StilcH,  3  Haht,  li,  58. 

If  the  destruction  was  accidental,  or  if  it  occurred  witL  — 
out  the  agency  or  ass^.-nt  of  the  party  offering  it,  secondar^^^- 
evidence  is  adinissibl-:^.     But  if  the  instrument  was  vo1ul-». 
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tarily  destroyed  by  the  party,  secondary  evidence  of  its  con- 
•  tents  will  not  be  admitted,  until  it  be  shown  that  it  was  done 
under  a  mistake,  and  until  every  inference  of  a  fraudulent 
design  is  repelled.  Higgs  v.  Tayloe,  9  Wheaton  483 ;  Ben- 
ner  v.  Bank  of  Cohanbiay  Ibid,  581 ;  Blade  v.  Nolandy  12 
Wend.  173;  Cow,  ^  Hill's  notes  to  1  Phil  Ev,  452,  note 
861,  p.  1214. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  will  was  destroyed  are 
clearly  proved.     The  property  of  the  testatrix  was  derived 
from  her  father,  Jacob  Vandoren,  who  died  in  1811.    By  his 
^ill  he  bequeathed  a  share  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his 
daughter  Lenah   (the  testatrix).     And  if  she  died  without 
issue,  he  further  bequeathed  such  part  of  her  share  as  re- 
gained unexpended,  to  his  surviving  children.     Her  share 
*»A<i  been  paid  over  to  her  by  the  executors.     On  the  1st  of 
April,  1824,  she  placed  in  the  hands  of  John  M.  Wyckoti*, 
**-*i  her  agent  and  attorney,  promissory  notes  amounting  to 
^1250.     On  the  20th  of  January,  1853,  she  executed  the 
^'^11  now  sought  to  be  established,  and  placed  it  in  the  hands 
^^    Her  attorney  and   agent.      By  the   will   she   appointed 
^^  yckofi  the  sole  executor,  and  made  him  the  residuary  lega- 
tt-"0.       U(j  retained  possession  of  the  will,  and  continued  to 
•"^ct  as  the  agent  of  the  testatrix  to  the  time  of  her  death. 
»-ue    <]ied  in  May,  1859,  without  issue.     Immediately  upon 
»t*r-     death,  this  property  was  claimed  by  the  executors  of 
*^oob  Vandoren,  as  a  part  of  his  estate,  being  bequeathed 
^^^f     to  his  other  children  in  the  event  of  his  daughter's 
^^th  ^rjt^liout  issue.     Il  the  witness  himself  read  the  will, 
"    ^"ould  naturally  have  concluded  that  such  was  its  true 
-^^^^^^iug.     The  surrogate  whom  he   consulted,  so  advised, 
^^^^txent  counsel,  u])on  whose  iudi^ment  he  would  naturallv 
•5^»    entertained  and  expressed  that  opinion.     The  true  con- 
,.    ^^lion  of  the  will   was  indeed  a  qut?stion  of  doubt  and 
,  .^^iilty,  and  was  settled  by  a  decree  of  this  court  upon  a 
.   *■     filed  for  that  purpose.     That  Wyckoff  was  firmly  con- 
*^^^d  that   his   testatrix   had  no  right  to  dispose  of  the 
^  ^perty,  and  that  it  revertt>d  to  the  estate  of  her  father,  is 
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evinced  by  the  fact  that  he  did  not  offer  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tatrix for  probate,  but  consented  to  give  up  the  property  to 
the  executors  of  Jacob  Vandoren.  He  was  in  ftict  only  pre- 
vented from  doing  so,  by  a  question  that  arose  as  to  the 
amount  for  which  he  was  responsible.  While  under  this  be- 
lief, and  because,  as  he  states,  he  deemed  the  will  of  Lany 
Vandoren  useless  and  inoperative,  he  destroyed  it.  Its  de- 
struction is  clearly  proved,  and  that  at  the  time  of  its 
destruction,  Wyckoff  stated  that  it  had  been  decided  that  the 
testatrix  had  no  right  to  make  a  will,  and  that  it  was  good 
for  nothing.  It  is  proved  past  all  controversy,  that  the  will 
was  destroyed  by  the  witness  under  the  honest  belief  that 
the  testatrix  had  no  right  to  dispose  of  the  property,  and 
that  consequently  the  will  was  worthless.  Nor  is  there  any 
rational  gi'ound  to  infer  any  fraudulent  purpose  in  the  de- 
struction of  the  will.  The  party  by  whom  it  was  destroyed 
is  the  executor  of  the  will,  and  the  legatee  of  a  large  portion 
of  the  estate.  He  was  not  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
testatrix,  and  could  gain  nothing  by  her  intestacy.  There 
is  a  suggestion  in  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  thai 
the  will  might  have  furnished  some  evidence  of  the  amount 
of  property  in  the  hands  of  Wyckoff,  and  that  this  was  the 
real  motive  of  its  destruction.  The  answer  to  this  sugges- 
tion is,  that  the  will  of  the  tesUitrix  could  furnish  no  compe- 
tent evidence  of  the  amount  of  her  proi>erty  in  the  hands  ofl 
her  agent,  he  not  being  the  scrivener;  much  less  could  a  will^ 
made  in  1853,  furnish  any  competent  evidence  ot  the  amounts 
of  her  property  in  1859.  A  more  decisive  answer  is,  tha^ 
when  an  adequate  motive  for  the  destruction  of  the  will  i.-=: 
assigned  l»y  the  party,  and  clearly  established  by  the  ev 
dence,  the  court  will  not,  u]»on  mere  conjecture,  impute  a 
inadequate  and  dishonest  motive. 

Is  the  party  a  credible  witness  ?  Ilis  character  for  vera- 
city is  unimpeached.  There  is  nothing  in  his  testinion- 
calculated  to  imj)air  the  confidence  which  the  court  may  r^ 
pose  in  the  testimony  of  an  urjbiased  witness.  The  circuai 
stances  under  which  the  will  was  destroyed,  are  calculat 
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'^ther  to  strengthen  than  to  shake  confidence  in  his  integ- 

^^ty.    He  was  the  confidential  agent  and  attorney  in  fact  of 

^^i€  testatrix,  having  in  his  hands  the  bulk  of  her  property 

^^i'  more  than  thirty  years.     He  is  constituted  her  solo  exec- 

^t-orand  residuary  legatee.     It  is  evident  that  the  testatrix 

''^posed  entire  confidence  in  his  integrity  of  character.     The 

^-^<^iirts»?e  no  reason  to  suppose  that  her  confidence  was  mis- 

Pl^aced. 

It  is  said  in  some  of  the  older  authorities,  that  if  the  will 
*o  lost,  hvo  witnesses,  who  are  superior  to  all  exception,  who 
^"o^d  the  will,  prove  its  existence  after  the  testator's  death, 
^**^inember  its  contents,  and  depose  to  its  tenor,  are  sufiicient 
^o  establish  it.  4  Burns  Fed.  Law  209;  Toller  on  Exeeu- 
^Oy*  71. 

But  this  8tat<?ment  does  not  define  the  limit  of  the  rule  even 
^  11  the  P>clesiastical  Court. 

In  Trevelyan  v.  2'revelyan,  1  Pfiill.  149,  the  will  was  es- 
'^'tllished  upon  the  testimony  of  one  witness,  and  proof  of  what 
^lie  testator  said  he  had  done. 

In  Davis  v.  Davis^  2  AcUlams,  223,  one  witness  testified 
^liat  the  codicil,  as  near  as  she  could  recollect,  for  she  read  it 
'^'Ut  once,  was  in  the  following  words  (stating  the  bequest). 
*  This  she  knows  was  the  substance,  though  she  will  not 
Undertake  to  swear  that  she  has  given  the  words  correctly." 
^ir  John  NichoU  said,  the  tenor  of  the  codicil  is  proved  by 
^lie  probability  of  the  disposition,  by  the  declaration  of  the 
"^^^Jitator,  and  by  a  witness  who  actually  read  it. 

In  Davis  v.  Sigourncy^  8  Mete.  487,  the  fact  that  the  con- 
^onts  of  the  will  were  attempted  to  be  established  by  a  single 
"^"itness,  was  not  suggested  as  a  ground  of  objection.  The  will 
'^as  rejected  solely  on  the  ground,  that  the  recollection  of  the 
"Witness  was  not  sufficiently  definite  as  to  the  contents  of  the 
^►'ill. 

In  Diekey  v.  Malechi,  6  Missouri  177,  it  was  expressly 
^Uled,  that  the  testimony  of  one  witness  is  sufficient  to  prove 
^he  contents  of  the  will. 

The  true  rule  is,  that  the  will  may  be  established  upon  sat- 
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isfacton/  proof  of  the  destruction  of  the  instrument,  and  of 
its  contents  or  substance.  Whether  the  proof  be  by  one  wit- 
ness, or  by  many,  it  must  be  clear,  satisfactory,  and  con- 
vincing. 

If  the  scrivener  wlio  drew  the  will,  produce  and  prove  a 
copy  of  the  will,  prepared  and  preserved  by  himself,  there 
would  be  no  hesitation  in  establishing  it,  though  proof  of  its 
contents  rest  upon  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness.  It  is  seen 
that  the  evidence  of  its  contents  is  perfectly  satisfactory.  But 
where  five  witnesses  are  examined  who  do  not  concur  as  to 
the  contents  of  the  instrument,  it  will  be  rejected,  though  tho 
witnesses  may  profess  to  speak  with  confidence.  Efcodes  v. 
Vimon,  9  Gill  169. 

In  this  case  the  witness  testifies  with  entire  confidence  and 
distinctness  as  to  the  contents  of  the  will.  He  read  the  will 
two  or  three  limes  immediately  before  its  destruction,  and  the 
next  day  reduced  its  contents  to  WTiting.  That  draft  he 
produced,  and  although  he  does  not  profess  to  recollect  the 
words  used,  he  is  confident  as  to  the  substance  of  the  will. 
The  instrument  is  brief,  and  its  provisions  might  readily  be 
retained  in  his  recollection.  He  was  probably  familiar  with 
its  contents.  It  was  delivered  to  him  on  its  execution,  re- 
mained for  years  in  his  possession,  and  was  not  destroyed  till 
several  weeks  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix. 

The  tenor  of  the  will  as  proved,  is  sustained  by  tho  pro- 
bability of  the  disposition.  The  testatrix  was  a  single  woman, 
advanced  in  years,  not  living  with  her  relatives,  and  having 
her  entire  business  afl'airs  in  the  hands  of  an  agent.  She 
gives  legacies  to  two  of  her  neices,  and  to  persons  with  whom 
she  had  lived,  or  who  had  befriended  her,  and  the  residue  of 
the  property  to  her  friend  and  agent,  upon  whom  she  relied 
for  the  care  of  her  money  and  the  transaction  of  her  business. 
As  her  means  were  limited,  it  WcVS  natural  that  she  shouhl 
desire  to  satisfy  a  claim  upon  her  justice  out  of  her  property 
after  her  death,  rather  than  during  her  life.  The  declara,- 
tions  of  the  testatrix,  if  entitled  to  any  weight,  are  in  accor- 
dance with  the  provisions  of  the  will  as  proved.     There  is 
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nothing  in  the  evidence  offered,  in  the  probabilities  of  the 
case,  or  in  the  character  of  the  witness,  or  of  his  evidence, 
that  will  justify  a  doubt  as  to  the  credibility  of  the  witness, 
or  the  accuracy  of  his  testimony. 

I  have  witheld  a  decision  in  this  cause,  not  from  any  doubt 
as  to  the  truth  of  this  case,  or  because  the  evidence  was  in  itself 
in  any  degree  unsatisfactory,  but  because  I  entertained  serious 
doubt  whether,  upon  grounds  of  public  policy,  a  will  should 
ever  be  established  by  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness,  by 
whom  the  original  will  was  destroyed,  and  who  is  interested 
in  sustaining  it.     On  this  account  the  question  has  been  con- 
sidered as  though  the  bill  were  filed  by  the  witness  himself, 
and  he  alone  were  interested  in  the  result.     In  point  of  fact 
this  bill  is  filed  by  other  legatees.     If  they  alone  were  in- 
terested, the  case  is  clear  in  their  favor.     If  the  witness  took 
no  interest  under  the  will,  not  a  doubt  could  be  entertained 
of  their  right  to  recover.     There  is  no  ground  upon  which 
one  part  of  the  will  can  be  established,  and  the  residue  re- 
jected.    The  same  evidence  extends  to  all  its  provisions. 

A  decree  will  be  made  establishing  the  paper  marked 
-Exhibit  Ay  as  the  will  of  Lany  Vandoron,  and  sotting  aside 
the  letters  of  administration  issued  on  the  api)lication  of  the 
"Tiext  of  kin,  as  improvidently  granted.  The  cost  of  estab- 
lishing  the  will  and  of  taking  out  letters  of  administration, 
Xnust  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  The  burden  will  justly  tall 
Xipon  the  residuary  legatee,  by  whose  improvident  act  in 
destroying  the  will,  the  difEculty  has  been  created  and  the 
^ijosts  occiisioned. 


Sophia  A.  Kirkpatrick  vs.  John  T.  Winans. 

1.  Where  a  party  nefirotiates  with  another's  agent  for  the  loan  of  a  sum 
of  money,  and  delivers  to  the  agent  a  bond  and  mortgage  duly  executed 
to  the  principal,  but  the  whole  amount  of  money  is  not  paid  over  to  the 
mortgagor  by  the  agent;  in  such  case,  if  the  principal  settle  with  the  ad- 
ministrator of  bis  agent,  and  accepts  the  Becunties  as  evidence  of  so  much 
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money  advanced  by  tbo  agent,  and  allows  the  amount  in  the  settlement  of 
the  account,  the  mortgagor  is  estopped,  as  against  the  principal,  from  deny- 
ing that  he  received  the  money. 

2.  If  the  money  were  not  paid  over  by  the  agent  to  the  mortgagor,  and 
he  designed  to  look  to  the  mortgagee,  he  should  have  given  notice  of  such 
intention.  By  failing  to  do  f?o,  and  permitting  the  settlement  to  be  made, 
he  is  estopped  from  making  any  claim  against  the  mortgagee. 

3.  The  i»rincipal  is  not  liable  for  the  unauthorized  or  wrongful  act  of  his 
agent  in  withholding  a  part  of  the  money,  or  in  giving  his  own  notes  pay- 
able at  a  future  day,  in  lieu  of  the  money  of  the  principal  in  hi.s  hands. 
The  remedy  is  against  the  agent  only. 


/.  Chehvood,  for  complainant. 

1.  The  whole  transaction,  as  between  the  mortgagor  and 
the  mortgagee,  closed  with  the  delivery  of  the  mortgage. 

Whatever  monoy  was  then  in  the  hands  of  Chetwood,  he 
held  as  the  agent  of  Winans,  the  mortgagor.  If  not  paid 
over,  he  must  seek  his  remedy  against  the  administrator  of 
the  agent. 

2.  The  defendant,  by  his  own  actions,  is  estopped  from 
setting  Vi\)  a  claim  against  the  mortgagee. 

The  amount  loaned,  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  was  in 
the  hands  of  the  agont. 

By  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  bond  and  mortgage^^ 
the  mortgagor  admitted  the  receipt  of  the  money. 

The  mortgagee  has  settled  with  the  agent  and  his  admin — 
istrator,  allowing  him  for  the  full  amount  advanced.  Chce  — 
ver  V.  Smithy  15  John^.  li,  276;  Waters  A2yj>caly  11  Ccr^e^ 
523. 

The  mortgagor  has  paid  interest  on  the  whole  amount  cr* 
the  mortgage. 

Williaiiibvn,  for  defendant. 

The  Chancellor.     The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mo-wr 
gage  given   by  the  defendant  to  the  complainant,  beari  x  - 
dat<3  on  the  first  of  January,  1861,  for  $2000,  payable  in  o^ 
year,  with  interest.     The  jdefendant,  by  his  answer,  adna.  i 
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tlie  mortgage,  but  alleges  that  ho  did  not  receive  the  whole 
amount  of  the  loan  for  which  the  mortgage  was  given.    That 
he  made  the  arrangement  for  the  loan  with  the  agent  and 
attorney  of  the  complainant,  who  is  now  deceased,  who,  as 
i^uch  agent,  agreed  to  advance  $2000  on  the  mortgage  secu- 
rity.   That,  on  the  delivery  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  by  the 
'teulant,  nothing  was  paid  to  him,  but  that  he  subsequently 
received  payment,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  $1822.58,  and 
«o  more.     That  several  of  these  payments  wore  made  long 
'ifter  ilie  date  of  the  bond,  and   the  defendant  claims  a  de- 
•'udion  of  interest  from  the  principal  of  the  bond  up  to  the 
^*nie  that  such  sum.s  were  respectively  advanced  to  him.  Evi- 
''^ii.-e  has  been  tiiken  tending  to  prove  the  alh^gations  of  the 
au.-iwer.     The  only  question  now  submitted  for  decision,  is  not 
^pon  the  weight  or  credibility  of  the  evidence,  but  whether, 
'^^mittiiig  it  to  be  true,  it  is  competent  evidence  to  affect  the 
^^ijiplainant s  claim  upon  the  mortgage. 

The  complainant  holds  the  defendant's  bond  and  mortgage 
f^i*  the  full  sum  of  .$2000.  At  the  date  of  the  mortgage  she 
*^^"^d,  in  the  hands  of  her  agent,  that  sum  of  money  to  be 
'^aned.  It  appears,  by  the  evidence,  that  the  agent  charged 
"^^^  [»rinr'ij>al  with  the  sum  of  $2000,  as  invested  in  this  bond 
^n<l  mortgage  at  its  date.  Since  the  death  of  the  agent,  the 
iHortgagee  has  settled  with  his  administrator  upon  the  basis 
^t'  that  account,  and,  in  the  settlement,  allowed  the  sum  of 
^2('j  Mj  for  so  much  advanced  by  the  agent  ui)Ou  the  mortgage. 
-^he  bond  and  mortgage  were  evidence  of  so  much  money 
^^vanced  by  the  agent,  and  upon  the  faith  of  those  securi- 
ties the  administrator  was  entitled  to  a  credit  for  that  amount 
^^pon  the  settlement.  That  settlement  was  eflected  upon  the 
■^*^ith  of  securities  which  the  defendant  himself  gave.  He  is 
^o\v  estopped  from  denying  that  he  received  the  money.  If 
^*^  has  not  received  the  amount  to  which  he  was  entitled  upon 
tho  ex*;cution  of  the  mortgage,  the  money  is  not  in  the  (om- 
I'liiinant's  hands,  but  in  the  hands  of  the  agent.  If  the  money 
^^'ii»H  not  paid  over  by  the  agent  to  the  mortgagor,  and  he  de- 
**^'8ned  to  look  to  the  mortgagee,  he  should  have  given  lier 
Vol.  1.  2  m 
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notice.  By  failing  to  do  so,  and  permitting  her  to  settle  with 
the  agent,  allowing  him  for  the  full  amount  advanced,  he  is 
(\stopped  from  claiming  the  amount  as  against  the  principal. 
Wt/att  V.  Marquw  of  Hertford,  3  East  147;  Cheever  v. 
iSniith,  15  Johns.  H.  276. 

If  the  money  was  withheld,  it  was  the  unauthorized  act  of 
the  attorney,  without  the  knowledge,  consent,  or  approbsition 
of  the  principal,  express  or  implied.  She  neither  authorized, 
nor  sanctioned  it.  JShe  derived  no  benefit  from  it.  The  attor- 
n<^y  had  no  authority  to  withhold  the  money  upon  making 
the  loan,  or  to  give  his  own  notes  in  lieu  of  the  money.  If 
the  attorney  gave  his  own  notes,  payable  at  a  future  day, 
without  interest,  in  lieu  of  the  money  of  his  principal  in  his 
hands,  it  was  the  wrongful  act  of  the  attorney,  eftected  by  ^^ 

the  co-operation  of  the  defendant.     The  principal   is  never  -.. 

liable  for  the  unauthorized  or  wilful  act  of  his  agent. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  shall  look  for    ^:^- 
redress  to  the  mortgagee,  who  has  advanc<ed  the  full  amount- ^:»-    ^j_ 

of  the  loan,  or  to  the  attorney  in  whose  hands  the  money  ir*^  -= -, 

In  equity  th(?re  can  be  no  claim  against  the  mortgagee. 

As  between  the  mortgagee  and  her  attorney,  and  the  mort-  ^^r^  — ^ 
gagor,  the  transaction  is  closed  without  the  imput;\tion  ^"  "t^  q 
IVaud  or  unfairness.  The  defendant's  bond  and  mortgage  h:»^  =r  .f.s 
been  received  i)y  the  mortgagee  as  equivalent  for  the  mon^—  -^— «'V 
advanced,  and  a  settlement  made  as  between  the  attorn*  ...  ■  ry 
and  his  principal. 

After  the  death  of  the  attorney,  the  mortg«igor  recogniz-^        -n/ 
the  validity  of  the  mortgage,  and  paid  interest  upon  it. 

There  were  mutual  dealings  between   the  mortgagor  a  nd 

the  attorney,  who  acted  as   the  agent  of  the  mortgagee,  on 

his  in«lividual  account.     There  w^us  a  running  account  ^^fc^  'o- 
tween  them,  which  was  open  and  unsettled  at  the  time  of     • — he 
attorney's  death.     Difficulties  have  arisen  in  regard  to  L-^fc  ^at 
account.     There  is  no  propriety  in  transferring  that  con^t--  '■'o- 
versy  to  the  claim  of  the  mortgagee. 

The  defendant  must  account  lor  the  amount  due  upon       ^^he 
face  of  the  mortgage. 


/ 
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Executors  of  Isaac  Rowe  vs.  Sarah  White. 

I'^aac  Rowe.  by  his  lastywill  and  teptament,  gave  as  follows  :  "  I  give  and 
'^^vise  unto  Sarah  White  the  sum  of  $5000,  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  Sarah 
*'  Jiiie;  and  if  the  said  Sarah  White  die  without  an  heir  or  heirs,  the  said 
*'*rii  of  foOOOisto  go  to  Leonard  Crum,  the  son  of  Henry  Crum."     Held— 

Thv  first  legatee  takes  a  present  vested  interest  in  the  fund,  liable  to  be 
*  ^  ^""  •^ted  u{»on  the  contingency  of  her  dying  without  is.«ue.  The  limitation 
"^"*=^T.  being  upon  a  definite  failure  of  isisue,  is  good  by  way  of  executory 
''*~"'4uest. 

1  -  In  the  case  of  a  specific  bequest  of  chattels  for  life,  and  a  limitation 
'  "^^  •--  rl y  way  of  romain(l,er.  the  legatee  in  remainder  is  no  longer  entitled,  as 
'*  '■  X-ii<:rly,  to  call  upon  tlie  tenant  for  life  for  security  that  the  chattels  shall 
'^  forihcoiuing  after  his  decesise.  The  recognized  practice  of  the  court 
'■'  -'  *•%•  is.  to  require  an  invi-ntory  to  be  signed  by  the  devisee  for  life,  and  to 
'^"    ^tiposiied  with  the  master  for  the  benefit  of  all  i>arties. 

^>  Personal  property  not  given  specifically  but  generally,  or  as  a  residue 
''^  J^ersoaal  estate,vniust  be  converted  into  money  ;  the  interest  only  to  be 
\'*-Joy.:d  by  the  tenant  for  lile,  and  the  princijtal  reserved  for  the  remain- 
''^-  ru;in.  This  rule  prevails,  unless  tliere  be  in  the  will  an  indication  of  a 
*'^^lr;iry  intention. 

-^•-  Whf-re  a  legacy  is  given  generally,  subject  to  a  limitation  over  upon 
*  '"'Ui>equenl  event,  the  divesting  contingency  will  not  prevent  the  legatee 
^'"^'iii  receiving  his  legacy  at  the  end  of  a  year  from  the  testator's  death, 
•<ria  ],j.  jy  jjQj^  bound  to  give  security  for  repayment  of  the  mon(;y  in  case 
^'^^^  tvent  should  liap])en. 

^.  In  the  case  of  a  legatee  for  life,  or  subject  to  a  limitation  over,  in  or- 
'*"''■  to  justify  the  requisition  of  security  from  the  first  legatee,  there  must 
'^  danger  of  the  loss  of  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the  first  taker. 

^-  Tile  mere  fact  that  the  legatee  for  life  is  a  feme  covert,  cannot  in  itself 
''^^lAi  any  evidence  of  danger  of  loss. 
'»•  A  bill  for  relief  on  the  ground  of  danger  of  loss  of  a  legacy  for  life, 
*'*'^^ject  to  a  limitation  over  by  way  of  remainder,  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
"'^^1  quia  timet,  and  may  be  filed  as  well  against  the  executor  himself, 
^^"^*ere  the  fund  is  in  his  hand,  as  against  the  legatee  for  life,  where  the  fund 
^"  in  hi»  hand. 


-fi.  Vansyckely  for  complainants. 

It  is  admitted  that  Sarah  White,  the  first  legatee,  took  an 
^*-^tate  for  life.  The  sUitute,  Nix.  Dig,  917,  §  4,  removes  all 
^^*^ubt  as  to  the  construction. 
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It  is  admitted  that  the  legatee  for  life  is  forty-six  years  o 
age,  that  she  has  never  had  any  children,  and  that  her  hus 
band  is  still  living. 

The  recent  cases  show  that  the  legatee  for  life  is  entitlec 
to  the  fund  without  security,  unless  there  is  something  spe 
cial,  which  in  the  discretion  of  the  executors  requires  ir 
Slanning  v.  Style^  3  P.    W,  334 ;  Leeke  v.  Bewiiet^  1  AtM 
470;  Bill  v.  Kinastoyiy  2  Atk.  82;  Coveiihovenw  SlruUr, 
Paige  132  ;  Ilcnve  v.  Earl  of  Dartmouth y  7  Vesey  137  ;  GrP 
fOis  v.  Smith,  1  Vesey  97  ;  Cobtoyi  v.  Morris,  6  Madd.  8G 
Loveday  v.  ITo'pkinify  Avihlcr  273;  1  Boper  on  Lvg.  315; 
Mod.  93;  2  Kent's   Com.  354,  notes;  Evans  v.  Iglehart, 
Gill  f^  Johns.  171 ;  De  Beystcr  v.  Clendiningy  8  Paige  29* 

If  a  legacy  goes  into  the  hands  of  a  married  woman,  XH 
husband  will  take  it.  It  will  be  lost  to  the  legatee  in  i~: 
mainder. 

If  a  spendthrift  or  insolvent  were  about  to  receive  it,  ^ 
curity  would  be  required. 

If  the  legacy  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  a 
there  is  danger  of  loss,  security  may  be  required.    Clcvda  — i 
V.  Havens,  2  Beas.  101. 

Van  Fled,  for  defendant. 

The  bill  does  not  raise  the  question  of  danger.  The  oc  ~ 
(question  is  as  to  the  personal  liability  of  the  executors. 

Mrs.  White  will  hold  the  fund  as  an  unmarried  worn  .=." 
Nix.  Dig.  503,  §  3. 

The  intention  is  clear.  It  is  a  gift  of  7/io/iey  to  be  [>  ii^ 
over,  not  of  7/.vc. 

The  executors  must  execute  the  will.  Thus  only,  will  l\iey 
be  relieved  from  liability. 

Leonard  Crum  must  look  to  the  estate- of  Mrs.  White,  zjoj 
to  the  executors.     Dewitt  v.  Schoonmaker,  2  Johns,  B.  243. 

I  admit  that,  at  the  instance  of  Crum,  the  legatee  in  re- 
mainder, the  court  might  require  security.  1  Ston/s  Bj.,  § 
G04. 
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The  legatee  in  remainder  is  a  party,  but  does  not  answer. 
He  doe.s  not  ask  security.     2  WiUiamJi  on  Ex  rs  1192;  18 
n^^py  131 ;  1  Vesey  97  ;  1  Eoper  on  Leg.  {M  ed.)  752 ;  Hull 
V.  Ed(Jy,  2.  Greens  B.  169. 

A.-i  to  the  question  of  costs.  Kay  v.  Kay's  JExrs,  3  Greeris 
Ch,  li.  502;  2Beas.  121. 

J^eadeyy  on  the  same  side. 
There  are  three  classes  of  cases. 
1.   Bequests  of  specific  chattels. 

In  the  case  of  a  bequest  of  specific  chattels,  the  old  prac- 
tice WHS  to  require  security  of  the  legatee  for  life.  Brackeh 
V.  Jieatly,  1  CL  JR.  110;  Hart  v.  Hart,  Ibid.  260;  1  Kq. 
^■<i>fc^  Ah.  78;  Freeman  i<  Ch.  K  case  280,  p.  206. 

Ihe  practice  was  changed  l)efore  Hardwicke's  time,  on  prin- 
*'^plo.  An  inventory  was  then  required  to  be  deposited  with 
^^^^  master  ;  security  no  longer  taken.  Bill  v.  Kinaston,  2 
'^^^.  82;  Leeke  v.  Benaet,  1  AtL  470;  2  P.  W.  1258;  2 
^enf,  Ccrm.  354 ;  Foley  v.  Burnell,  1  Bro.  Ch.  B.  279 ; 
^'^^nduiti  V.  Soane,  1  Collyers  li.  285. 

The  rule  is  changed  to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
^^^^or.    Here  the  testator  did  not  require  security. 

2.  Gi^neral  bequest  of  residue  of  personal  estate  for  life, 
^^'Uh  remainder  over. 

Tlicre  the  executors  were  to  convert  property  into  money; 
^^'Voyt  th»*  proceeds,  and  pay  the  interest  to  the  legatee  for 
'**'<>.    2  Kent's  Com.  354  ;  1  Stotys  Eq.,  §  604,  note  1. 

3.  Legacy  given  generally,  subject  to  limitation  over  on 
^^e  happening  of  a  subsequent  event. 

There  legatee  never  required  to  give  security,  except  in 

*-*'^'k}  of  danger.     All  cases,  with  one  exception,  agree.     2 

^^dUarns  on  Exrs  1251,  1192;  1  Eoper  on  Leg, y  (2d  Am. 

'^•)  ch.  14,  §  2,  p.  864.      The  contrary  doctrine  held   in 

'^(■hmin  v.  Thomson,  2  Molloy  281. 

Thepriucipleis,  thatas  the  testtitor  has  entrusted  the  legatee 
^"Ath  money,  no  one  has  authority  to  recpiire  security.  Htdl 

2m* 
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T.  Eddy,  2  Greeks  R.  169,  176 ;  Vanpelt's  Ex'rs  v.  Veghtc^ 
Ibid,  207;  Homer  v.  Shelton,  2  Mete.  194;  Hudson  v. 
Waditicorth,  8  Co/i/i.  349 ;  Langworthy  v.  Chadwick,  13 
Cb/iAi.  46. 

A  case  of  danger  must  be  made  in  pleading.  The  legatee 
for  life  might  show  that  she  has  a  large  estate,  and  that  there 
was,  therefore,  no  cause  for  requiring  security.  She  has  a 
right  to  respond. 

The  mere  iact  that  the  legatee  for  life  is  a  married  woman, 
does  not  make  a  case  of  danger. 

If  the  court  say  she  must  give  security,  it  must  declare  in 
all  cases  that  the  wife  must  give  security. 

The  will  exproj^sly  directs  payment  to  her.  It  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator. 

Wi(rt9,  in  reply. 

The  will  is  inartiticially  drawn.  The  phrase  to  be  *'pai«L^ 
to  legatee,"  makes  no  (liHoroncc. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  Cram  has  answered  or  not.  Clcrc  — 
land  V.  Harms,  2  Ikas.  101. 

In  the  ai)sence  of  danger  no  security  will  be  required:  i 
however,  there  is  danger,  it  will  be  re(]uired. 

It  was  a  delieate  matter  for  Crum,  the  executor,  to  «[uc — 
tion  the  solvency  of  his  sister  and  her  husband.     So  il  w 
for  the  n(^i)hew  and  legatee  in  remainder. 

Mr.  Wurts  further  cited,   IP.   W,   502,   652;  Fairch  ^^^ 
V.  Crane,  2  Jieas.  lUo  ;   (hndkCs  Er  rs  v.  King,  Ibid.  Z't 
Ka;f  V.  Kayx  Errs,  3  Greens  Ch.  R.  502;  34  Ala.  379  — 

Jarnian  on  IT/Yiv  499  ;  Stone  v.  Manle,  2  tSim.  490 ;  1  Stoir 

Ej.,  §  597,  603  ;  Horrell  v.  Waldron,  I  Vernon  26  ;  2  Fc^  — 
Eq.  321  [M.  4,  p.  1,  ch,  1,  §  2) ;  2  Story  s  Ej.  845,  84(> 
Cooper  V.  Williahh'i,  Finch' a  Free,  in  Cluvu  72,  case  65. 

Tub  Chancellor.  Isaac  Rowe,  of  the  county  of  Hui:i  t:  < 
don,  in  and  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  gave  as  foli*>^^'^ 
"I  Lxive  and  devise  unto  Sarah  White,  the  wife  of  John  W'h  J  U\ 
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the  sum  of  $5000,  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  Sarah  White ; 
and  if  the  said  Sarah  White  die  without  an  heir  or  heirs,  the 
said  sum  of  $5000  is  to  go  to  Leonard  Crum,  the  sou  of 
Honry  Crum." 

The  executors  have  filed  their  bill  against  the  first  legatee 

and  her  husband,  and  the  legatee  in  remainder,  asking  that 

tlie  proper  construction  of  the  bequest  should  be  settled  for 

their  aid  and  direction,  and  that  the  money  may,  for  their 

]>rotection,  be  paid  under  the  direction  of  the  court. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  legatee,  Sarah,  and  her  husband, 
domand  the  payment  of  the  legacy,  and  threaten  to  institute 
proceedings  at  law  against  the  executors,  unless  the  money 
iir^  forthwith  paid ;  and  that  Leonard  Crum,  the  h^gatee  in 
I'emainder,  forbids  the  payment  of  the  money  to  Sarah  White, 
vinle.^s  she  give  ample  security  that  the  legacy  shall  be  paid 
t:  r)  Crum,  in  case  the  said  Sarah  White  should  die  without 
i  ^-*.sue. 

Sarah  White  and  her  husband  have  answered  the  bill, 
<^  claiming  the  payment  of  the  legacy  without  giving  s(^curity. 
^^o  answ«.'r  has  l)oen  filed  by  Crum.  There  is  no  dispute  as 
T:  o  the  facts.  Sarah  White,  the  legatei%  has  had  no  issue 
^  >orn  of  her  body,  and  is  forty -five  years  of  ag«\ 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  construction  and  etfect 
^-)f  the  lK'(ph».st.  Sarah  White,  the  first  Icgatrc,  takes  a 
l»rcs«'nt  vested  inter(\^t  in  the  fund,  liable  to  bi.'  divfstrd  upon 
Xh<:  conting«*ncy  of  her  dying  without  issue.  The  limitation 
^Tiver  being  upon  a  definite  failure  of  issui\  is  good  by  way  of 
^•xecutory  be«iuest.  Hull  v.  Eddy^  2  Gnrni^  11.  175,  and 
<-ases  there  cited. 

The  only  question  made  by  the  pleadings  is,  whether  the 
'first  legatee  is  entithjd  to  receive  the  fund,  without  giving 
>»N;urity  for  its  repayment  in  the  event  of  her  dying  without 
issuf*. 

Where  there  is  a  specific  bequest  of  chntt(»ls  for  life,  and 
a  limitation  over  by  way  of  remainder,  the  ancient  rule  in 
chancery  was,  that  the  person  entitled  in  remainder,  could 
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call  upon  the  tenant  for  life  for  security  that  the  chatteli 
should  be  forthcoming  after  his  decease ;  the  tenant  for  lit 
being  regarded  as  a  trustee  for  the  remainderman.  Bracket 
V.  Bently,  1  Ch,  ie.  110;  Hart  v.  HarL  Ibid.  260;  1  Eq 
Cos.  Ab.  78,  *'  Bills  ET  Vachel  v.  Vachel,  1  Chan,  Cos 
129 ;  Freeman  8  Ch,  JR.  206,  case  280. 

The  last  ot  these  cases  was  decided  in  1695.  In  Le^ke  v 
Bennetj  1  Atkyns  470,  decided  in  1737,  upon  an  applicatioi 
by  the  legatee  in  remainder,  that  the  legatee  for  life  shoulc 
give  security  for  the  forthcoming  of  the  goods.  Lord  Chan 
cellor  Hardwickc  is  reported  to  have  said,  he  never  knew  i. 
done,  and  therefore  would  not  oblige  the  defendant  to  do  il 
but  directed  an  inventory  to  be  made  and  signed  by  the  de 
fendant  and  his  wife,  who  wiis  the  legatee  for  life,  and  to  U 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  Bill  V.  Kinaston^  2  Atkyns  82,  decided  in  1740,  tlr: 
same  Lord  Chancellor  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  wheia 
goods  are  given  to  a  person  for  life  only,  the  old  rule  of  tb 
court  was,  that  such  person  should  give  security  that  the 
should  not  be  embezzled;  but  the  method  now  is  for  an  inwM 
tory  to  be  signed  by  the  devisee  for  life,  and  to  be  depo.sitt=: 
with  the  master  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties. 

Since  the  time  of  Lord  Talbot,  in  1734,  this  seems  to  hav-s 
been  the  recognized  practice  of  the  court.  Slannimj  v.  Hty^ 
3  P.  W.  336 ;  Richards  v.  Baker,  2  Athjas  321 )  FoUy  ^ 
Burnelly  1  Brown's  Ch.  Cas.  249 ;  Condtcitt  v.  Soayi^j  1  Cb/»* 
yer's  11.  285  ;  Covcnhoven  v.  Shulery  2  Paige  132 ;  De  Fey^ 
ster  V.  Clciidining,  8  Faigc  303 ;  2  Kent's  Corn.  354 ;  2  \Vl^ 
Hams  on  Exrs  1258. 

This  class  of  cases  is  limited  to  specific  bequests  of  chattelJ 
to  the  first  taker  for  life  only. 

But  personal  property,  not  given  specifically  but  generally 
or  as  a  residue  of  pei'sonal  estate,  must  be  converted  into 
money  ;  the  interest  only  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  for  life,  anc 
the  principal  reserved  for  the  remainderman.  Howe  v.  Ear- 
of  Dartmouth,!  Vcsey  Vil )  Benn  v.  Dixon,  10  Kyi7nons6oi} 
Cluimbers  v.  CfuDnben^,  15  i<<imofis  183;  Randall  v.  RusselT 
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3  Mer.  193;  Covenhoven  v.  Shuler,  2  Paige  122;  Clark  v. 
Clarkj  8  Paige  152;  Cairns  v.  Chaubertj  9  Pai^/e  163;  ^tiZi 
V.  Eddy  J  2  Greens  i?.  176 ;  Ackerviarts  Admrs  v.  Vrcelaiids 
Exr,  1  McCarter  23;  2  Kent's  Com.  353;  ieu^i^  o/i.  Perp. 
100 ;  2  6Wy'«  ^5.  /wr.,  §  845  a. 

The  rule  prevails,  unless  there  bo  in  the  will  an  indication 

of  a  contrary  intention.     Collins  v.  Collins,  2  Mylne  <^  Keene 

70S ;  Pickering  v.  Pickering  ^  2  Bear  an  31 ;  aS.  C.  4  Mylne 

^  Cr.   289;  Randall  v.   P?<^,<<c«,   3  J/cr.   194;  Ifc/v/iz  v. 

£wory,  10  PkL  512;  2  Fi7/mm«  on  Exrs  1197. 

But  where  a  legacy  is  given  generally,  subject  to  a  limita- 
tion over  upon  a  subsequent  event,  the  divesting  contingency 
^vill  not  prevent  the  h^gatee  from  receiving  his  legacy  at  the 
ond  of  a  year  from  the  testator's  death;  and  he  is  not  bound 
t.o  give  security  for  repayment  of  the  money  in  case  the  event 
*<liould  happen.     Griffiths  v.  Smithy   1  Vesey  97  ;  Fan-b.'s  v. 
Gray,  18  Vesey  131 ;  JIull  v.  Eddy,  2  Greens  P.  177  ;  Exrs 
<>/  Condict  V.  King,  2  Beas.  383  ;  2  Williams  on  Exrs,  1192; 
J£o7ner  v.  Sheltony  2  J/e^c.  194;  Fiske  v.  Cb66,  6  Gray  144; 
1  Paper  on  Leg.^  ch.  14,  §  11,  684;  Hudson  v.  ]laJ.v?/*or^A, 
5B  Conn,  349 ;  Langworthy  v.  Chadwick,  13  Con>^.  46. 

Either  in  the  case  of  a  legatee  for  life,  or  subject  to  a  limi- 
tation over,  in  order  to  justify  the  requisition  of  security  from 
t:he  first  legatee,  there  must  be  danger  of  the  loss  of  the 
j.)roperty  in  the  hands  of  the  first  taker.     Planning  v.  Style, 
S  P.   IK  334 ;  Conduitt  v.  Soane,  1  Collyers  P.  285 ;  Homer 
^.  Shclton,  2  ifctc.  194 ;  Fiske  v.  Cobb,  6  Gray,  144 ;  Hudson 
"V.  Wadsworth,  8  Conn.  249 ;  Langworthy  v.   Cliadwick,  13 
Cbnn.  46. 

In  Slanning  v.  AS/yZe,  Lord  Talbot  says:  '*  Generally  speak- 
ing, where  the  testator  thinks  fit  to  repose  a  trust,  in  such  case, 
until  some  breach  of  that  trust  be  shown,  or  at  least  a  ten- 
dency thereto,  the  court  will  continue  to  intrust  the  same 
hand,  without  calling  for  any  other  security  than  what  the 
testator  has  required."  But  in  that  case  the  legatees  in  re- 
mainder were  also  the  executors,  and  to  the  trust  reposed  in 
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them  in  lh«it  capacity  by  the  testator,  the  remark  of  the 
Chancellor  must  have  been  mainly  directed. 

But  upon  a  somewhat  analogous  principle,  regarding  the 
first  legatee  as  a  trustee  for  the  legatee  in  remainder,  the 
courts  have  lu'ld  that  to  require  security,  except  in  case  of 
danger,  would  not  be  in  accordance  with  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tator. 

In  the  abj^ence  of  any  suggestion  of  danger  or  loss,  the 
legatee  in  this  case  is  entitled  to  receive  her  legacy  without 
giving  security,  either  to  the  executors  or  to  the  legatee  in 
remainder.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  executors  incur 
no  personal  hazard  by  paying  the  money. 

It  was  urged  upon  the  argument  that  the  mere  fact  that 
the  fir.^t  legatee  is  a  married  woman,  furnishes  evidence  of 
danger  of  lo.ss,  upon  which  the  court  should  require  security 
ior  the  prelection  of  the  legatee  in  remainder.     The  mer 
fact  that  the  legatee  is  a  feme  covert,  cannot  in  itself  furnis! 
any  evidence  of  danger  of  loss.     Both  she  and  her  husban* 
may  be  entirt.*ly  responsible.    But  if  the  fact  were  otherwise 
it  could  not,  under  the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  constitute  an]^^ 
ground  lor  tln>  interference  of  the  court.     No  relief  is  sougl 
upon  that  ground,  nor  does  the  bill  contain  any  intimatio- 
ot  danger  of  loss.     Application  for  relief  upon  that  groun- 
would  coine  more  appropriately  from  the  legatee  in  remain- 
der, or  if  he  be  an  infant,  from  his  guardian  or  next  frien^ 
Usually,  where  the  court  have  required  security,  it  has 
at  the  instance  of  the  legatee  himself.     Such  bills  are  in  t' 
nature  of  a  bill  quia  timet ^  and  may  be  filed  as  well  agair 
the  executor  himself,  where  the  fund  is  in  his'hand,  as  agaii 
the  legatee  for  life,  where  the  fund  is  in  his  hand.    1  £Jq. 
Ab,  78,  ''Bills  Ei'  1  Haddock's  Ch.  Pr.  219;  1  Stor-^s^f 
Eq.  Jut.,  §  730;  2  Stoin/'s  Eq,  Jur.,  §  845. 

If  any  real  ground  of  apprehension  of  danger  appea-ir"^?rf 
upon  the  face  of  the  pleadings,  and  was  admitted  or  supper  t^jtf 
by  evidence,  the  court  would  require  the  security.     I  sh^aJJ 
declare  upon  the  case  as  it  now  stands  before  me;  that  the  A 
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executors  are  authorized  to  pay  over  the  money  to  the  first 
legatee  without  security. 

If  the  danger  of  loss  really  exist,  or  if  it  should  hereaft<3r 
arise,  the  determination  of  this  case  will  not  prevent  an  order 
for  security  upon  the  application  of  the  party  interested. 


Tie  Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Company  vs.  Tue  Cen- 
tral Railroad  Company  of  New  Jersey  and  others. 


1.  To  entitle  a  party  to  an  injunction,  his  title  to  the  j^roperty  and  riglits 
*^*  5=\imo«J  by  him,  and  for  the  protection  of  which  he  asks  the  interposition 

*     the  court,  must  appear  in  a  clear  and  satisfactory  manner. 

2.  The  making  and  filing  of  the  survey  required  by  the  5lh  portion  of 
'  *  <'act  incorporating  the  '*  Morris  Canal  and  Hauking  Company,"  {Pamph. 

"^-^  -  .  1n24.  ;>.  160.)  is  a  necessary  prere<iuisite  to  the  taking  of  any  lauds  un- 
^-^  r  the  powers  given  by  the  charter. 

3.  I;  is  an  established  rule  in  the  exposition  of  statutes,  that  the  inten- 
^  '~>n  of  the  legislature  is  to  be  derived  from  a  vit?w  of  the  whole,  and  of 

"  ''•'''  ^ry  part  of  the  statute  taken  and  oonipare<l  together.     The  roal  intention, 

^^~  i~»en  a.'»oertained,  will  prevail  over  the  literal   sense  of    terinn.     When 

^^~  ^>r'L»  are  not  explicit,  the   intention  is  to  be  collected  from  the  context, 

^  «">m  the  occasion  and  necessity  of  the  law,  from  the  mischief  felt,  and  the 

^•*  'nedy  in  view;  and   the  intention  is  to  be  taken  or  presumed,  according 

■■»    what  is  consonant  to  reason  and  good  discretion. 

4.  As  a  rule  of  construction,  the  le  -islature  ought  to  he  cons  dered  as 
^'^  tending  to  grant,  by  a  charter  of  incorporation,  such  powers  only  as  are 
^*-o(.j.f»ar\*or  useful  to  the  end  or  object  winch  they  had  in  view  in  creating 
^■^^  cor]»oration.  They  ought  not  to  be  understood  as  granting  anything 
^*ore,  unless  the  intention  to  do  so  is  plainly  expre.s.sed,  or  beyond  a  doubt. 

o.  In  public  grants  the  grantee  can  take  nothing  not  clearly  given  him 
^y  the  grant.  In  ca.ses  of  doubt,  the  grant  is  construed  in  favor  of  the  state, 
*-^d  mofit  strongly  against  the  grantee. 

G.  The  third  section  of  the  '*  act  to  incorporate  the  Associates  of  the 
'^^^rsey  Company,"  {Pamph  L.,  1804,  p.  370.)  enacts  as  follows  :  "  That  the 
•*id  Awociates  shall  have  the  privilege  of  erecting  or  building  any  do«!k8, 
^harves,  and  piers,  opposite  to,  and  adjoining  the  said  premi.ses  in  Ilud.son 
f'^'er.  and  the  bays  thereof,  as  far  as  they  may  deem  it  necessary  for  the 
^'•^provement  of  the  said  premises,  or  the  benefit  of  commerce,  and  to  ap- 
^'fopriate  the  same  to  their  own  use."  Held,  that  this  section  merely  gave  the 
"^Bjiociatfeb  a  j*rivilege  or  license  to  build  docks,  wharves,  and  piers,  in  the 
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waters  of  the  Hudfion  river,  and  the  bays  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  therein 
mentioned,  and  when  so  built,  to  apjiropriate  them  to  their  own  use.  and 
conferred  upon  them  no  power  to  transfer  or  convey  such  privilege  or 
licr^nse  to  any  other  corporation.  Held  further,  that  the  land  not  so  occu- 
pied and  built  upon  was  not  grant^^d  to  the  Associates,  and  that  the  same 
and  all  rights  in  and  over  it  remain  in  the  state  as  before. 

7.  This  court  will  not  interp^'se  by  injunction  to  prevent  an  apprehended 
injury,  which  is  not  irreparable,  and  which  is  capable  of  compensation  in 
damages. 

8.  An  injunction  should  only  be  issued  in  cases  of  great  injurs',  where 
courts  of  law  cannot  afford  an  adequate  or  commensurate  remedy  in  dam- 
ages. The  righi  must  bo  clear,  and  the  injury  be  impending  or  threatened, 
80  as  io  be  averted  only  by  the  protecting,  preventive  process  of  injunction. 


Upon  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  this  cause,  an  order  was  made 
that  the  dofondants  show  cause  why  an  injunction  should  not 
issue  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  granting  a 
temporary  injunction  in  the  meantime.     The  defendants  filed 
their  answers,  and  affidavits  were  taken,  under  an  order  ol* 
the  court,  to  be  read  upon  the  argument  of  the  rule  to  show 
cause.     The  cause  w<is  heard,  by  direction  of  the  Chancelloi*  , 
before  James  Wilson,  esquire,  one  of    the  masters   of  tk*z 
court,  ui)on  the  rule,  ujion  the  bill,  answers,  and  affidavits. 

/.  11'.  Scuddcr  and  Zabrh-kiCf  for  complainants. 

Browning  and  Willianisofiy  for  defendants. 

The  Master.  The  comphiiuants,  by  their  bill,  set  fot. — ' 
that  under  their  charter  and  the  supplements  thereto,  thm^ « 
constructed  their  canal  from  the  waters  of  the  Delaware 
the  waters  of  the  Hudson,  and  that,  in  its  eiisternmost  s-  *3r 
tion,  it  crosses  the  llackensack  river  and  Mill  creek,  and  L  Hn 
the  same  are  navigable  streams.  That  the  canal,  from  t:-- 
Hackensack  on  the  west  to  the  Hudson  on  the  east,  is  fe^:!  ' 
supplied  with  water  by  the  tide  waters  of  New  York  bay,  • 
a  place  called  Fiddler's  Elbow,  and  by  the  tide  waters  wlii  <^'i 
flow  up  from  Hudson  river  or  New  York  bay  into  Millcre«5?fr, 
and  also  by  the  tide  waters  of  Hudson  river,  where  the  cairia/ 
terminates.     That  said  easternmost  section  has  not,  since  its 
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construction,  had  any  other  feeders  than  the  tide  waters  of 
the  Hackensack,  the    tide  waters  of   New   York   bay  at 
Fiddler's    Elbow,    the    tide    waters    of    Mill    creek,    and 
the  tide  waters  of    the   Hudson ;    and  that  all    of   said 
feeders  are  essential   to  the   navigation   of    the    canal  in 
its  easternmost  section.     That    Mill    creek,   in    its    main 
course,  runs  in  a  southerly  direction,  and  empties  into  Hud- 
son river  or  Comraunipaw  bay,  and  is  crossed  by  the  canal, 
about  four  hundred  and  fifty  yards  from  its  mouth,  and  that 
the  creek  is  navigable  from  its  mouth  to  the  place  where  it 
is  crossed  by  the  canal.     That  the  complainants  have  made 
an  outlet  in  the  canal  at  Mill  creek,  and  the  same  has  been 
used  to  pass  boats  to  and  from  the  Hudson.     That  between 
Beacli  and  Henderson  streets,  in  Jersey  City,  there  is  a  space 
ofabout  five  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  where  the  southerly  bank 
of  the  canal  is  wa'shed"  by  the  tide  waters  of  Commuuipaw 
''^y,  and  where  boats  carrying  freight  on  the  canal  can  dis- 
charge their  cargoes,  and  from  which  bank  such  cargoes  can 
^  re- shipped  into  vessels  navigating  said  river  or  bay.    That 
^*ie  complainants  have  the  right  of  navigation  to  and  from 
^i^o  bank  of  their  canal,  between  Beach  and  Henderson  streets, 
^^  the  open  waters  of  H»:dson  river,  and  that  they  have  title 
^^  lands  under  water  between  said  streets  and  south  of  their 
^^tial,  as  far  south  as  South  street,  which  is  also  under  water. 
■*-  hat  they  are  riparian  owners  for  the  space  of  about  five 
^Undred  and  fifty  feet  between  Beach  and  Henderson  streets, 
^^d  thereby  have  access  to  the  Hudson  river  and  the  bays 
^htireof.     That  from  the  line  of  Henderson  street  to  the  old 
^undary  ditch  of  the  Associates  of  the  Jersey  Company,  a 
^ifitiince  of  about  nine  hundred  feet,  the  canal  was  constructed 
^^1  the  waters  of  Hudson  river  and  Communipaw  bay,  and 
^liat  its  embankment  is  now  Wcished  by  the  said  waters  at  low 
'^ide.     That  the  complainants  own  in  fee  the  lands  and  lands 
^^der  water,  lying  northerly  of  and  next  adjoining  to  said 
^nal,  and  between   Henderson  street  on   the  west,  an«l  the 
^^terly  side  of  said  ditch,  including  lands  in  that  space  lying 
Vol.  I.  2n 
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upon  and  along  the  original  high  water  line  of  Communipaw 
bay.  And  the  conveyances  or  muniments  of  title  under 
which  the  complainants  claim  the  property  and  rights  afore- 
said, are  stated  or  referred  to  in  the  bill. 

The  bill  further  states,  that  within  the  present  limits  of 
Jersey  City  is  a  tract  of  land  formerly  called  Powles'  Hook, 
which  was  formerly  owned  by  '*  The  Associates  of  the  Jersey 
Company,"  and  that  said  Associates  haJ,  by  their  charter,  a 
right  of  property  in  the  lands  undur  water  adjoining  Powles' 
Hook,  in  the  Hudson  river,  Communipaw  bay,  and  Harsimus 
bay,  and  a  right  to  build  docks,  wharves,  and  piers,  opposite 
to  and  adjoining  said  premises,  and  that  they  conveyed  all 
their  said  lands  under  water,  and   their  said   right,  to  the 
complainants,  by  deeds  and  conveyances  mentioned  in  the 
bill.     That  findinp^  that  they  needed  further  dock  or  basin, 
room  for  the  accommodation  of  their  business,  the  complain  — 
ants  construct^'d,  between  the  month  of  October,  1859,  an<'\ 
the  month  of  October,  1860,  a  dock  or  basin  on    the  lan(l=r^ 
under  water  so  by  them  acquired  of  said  Associates.     Th;*.  t. 
said  basin  was  constructed  on  the  southerly  side  of  Jerse-  ;^,?- 
City  and   adjoining  the  same,  and  in  the  waters  of  lludscz.»«  xn 
river  or  Coniniunipaw  l)ay,  by  sinking  crib-work  filk-d  wi  i^^i 
stone  and  rarth  ;  said   busin   bi-ing  about  nine  hundre<i  fc  ^ -«  "-t 
in  width   and  about  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty  feet  long    <'_>  ii 
the  easterly  side,  and  cil>out   sixteen   hundred   and   fifty  L'^-j^-^'t 
long  on  the  westerly  side.     That  they  coUvStructed  the  sat-xne 
under  the  titles  ac<iuired  in  the  manner  stated  in   their  i:>  i  II 
and  under  the  powers  given  by  their  charter  and  the  sup  j.:>le- 
ments  tht.Teto,  and  under  the  express  authority  given  by     t  lie 
eaid  Associates,  and  lawfully  transferred  to  the  complain?i.irE  ts. 

The  bill  further  states,  that  the  Central  Railroad  of  I?^<*w 
Jersey  have  located  the  route  of  a  railroad  which  they     in- 
tend to  construct,  and  that  said  route  in  its  course  ent:-<?rs 
Communipaw  bay,  and  extends  through  the  waters  thereof, 
and  crosses  the  southern  part  of  said  basin,  and  that     tie 
company  have  commenced  making,  and  intend  to  com  pi  ^^^i 
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in  the  said  waters  on  the  line  of  said  route,  a  solid  embank- 
ment or  bulkhead,  and  that  the  execution  of  the  plan  of  tho 
railroad  company  will  destroy  the  basin   of  the  complain- 
ants, and  will  destroy  Mill  creek  as  a  feeder,  will  deprive  the 
complainants  of  their  rights  as  riparian  owners,  will  shut  off 
all   navigation  within  the   northerly  part  of  Comraunipaw 
l»ay,  render  access  to  a  large  portion  of  the  bank  of  their 
canal   impossible,  and   will  work   irreparable  injury  to  the 
complainants.     That  the  railroad  company  claim  that  they 
are  authorized  to  construct  their  road  and  said  embankment 
Under  a  supplement  to  their  charter,  whereas  the  complain- 
ants  insist  that  said  supplement  gives  said  company  power 
to  construct  the  same  only  to  the  said  bay  and  no  further, 
and  does  not  authorize  them  to  construct  said  enibankment 
in  the  waters  of  the  bay.     That  the  railroad  company  deny 
the  complainants'  right  to  the  bjisin,  and  are  about  to  occupy 
i\  part  of  it  as  aforesaid,  and  destroy  their  other  rights  with- 
out making  them  compensation,  and  that  they  and  the  Mayor 
^iid  Common  Council  of  Jersey  City  arc  corruptly  combining 
T.O  injure  the  complainants  by  the  means  before  stated. 

An  injunction  is,  therefore,  prayed  for,  to  restrain  the  de- 
l\}ndcints  from  constructing  said  embankment  or  bulkhead,  or 
^oing  any  other  injury  to  said  basin,  and  the  complainants' 
Viaid  other  property  and  rights. 

The  answer  of  the  railroad  company  admits  the  existence 

<Df  some,  but  not  all  the  deeds  and  conveyances  set  forth  by 

XA\e  bill,  but  denies  that  they  have  the  effect  claimed  in  the 

Ijill,  anil  denies  that  the  feeder  at  Mill  creek  is  essential  to 

Xhe  canal,  and  states  that  the  outlet  from  the  canal  to  the 

^reek  has  been  but  very  lately  constructed,  and  is  of  little 

X'alue,  and  was  constructed  only  to  make  out  a  case  against 

^he  defendants,  to  obtain  an  injunction ;  and  also  that  the 

^'omplainants  have  a  steam  pump  at  the  Hackensack  river, 

"vrhich  furnishes  an  import<int  part  of  the  water  to  the  canal. 

The  answer  also  denies  some  of  the  rights  claimed  by  the 

\\\\y  west  of  the  old  boundary  ditch,  and  also  denies  that  the 

complainants  had  any  right  to  construct  said  basin,  and 
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charges  that  the  same  is  a  great  obstruction  to  navigation, 
and  is  a  nuisance  and  ought  to  be  abated. 

The  answer  further  states,  that  the  railroad  company  are 
the  owners  of  a  railroad  extending  from  Phillipsburg  to 
Elizabethtown  Point,  in  the  construction  of  which  about  six 
millions  of  dollai*s  have  been  expended.  That  it  is  one  of 
the  main  avenues  for  the  transportation  of  coal  from  the 
mines  of  Pennsylvania,  and  of  other  merchandise  to  New 
York,  and  also  one  of  the  main  avenues  of  trade  between 
New  York  and  the  south  and  west.  That,  by  a  supplement 
to  their  charter,  they  are  authorized  to  extend  their  road 
from  Elizabeth  City  to  Kew  York  bay,  at  some  point  at  or 
south  of  Jersey  City,  and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
such  extension,  they  have  purchased  the  right  of  way  across 
the  main  land,  and  have  also  purchased,  to  a  large  extent,  the 
rights  of  shore  owners  upon  Communipaw  bay.  That,  hav- 
ing filed  a  survey  of  their  route,  they  commenced  nearly  a 
year  ago  to  bridge  Newark  bay,  and  that  they  have  expended 
a  very  large  sum  of  money  upon  their  extension.  That  in 
the  purchase  of  the  rights  of  the  shore  owners  upon  Com- 
munipiiw  bay  alone,  they  have  expended  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred and  eighty  thousand  dollars.  And  that  the  temporary 
injunction  granted  in  this  cause  has  already  most  injuriously 
interrupted  their  business  operations,  and  interfered  with 
and  deranged  their  contracts  with  other  companies,  and  with 
persona  who  had  undertaken  the  construction  of  their  rojul. 

The  answer  admits  that  the  defendants  intend  to  construct 
a  solid  embankment  in  the  waters  of  Communipaw  bay, 
and  insists  that,  under  the  supplement  to  their  charter  au- 
thorizing the  extension  of  their  road,  they  have  the  right  to 
do  so.  They  insist  that  the  basin  of  the  complainants,  being 
a  nuisance,  ought  to  be  abated,  and  that,  if  the  crib-work 
which  forms  the  enclosure  is  removed,  there  will  be  a  free 
and  open  navigation  from  Communipaw  bay  to  the  Hudson  ^ 
river. 

The  charges  in  the  bill  of  a  design  to  speculate  are  denied,^  ^ 
both  by  the  company  and  by  John  Taylor  Johnston,  theim:^. 
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president,  who  joined  in  their  answer.  The  charges  of  com- 
bination with  the  Mayor  and  Common  Council  of  Jersey  City 
are  also  denied. 

The  Mayor  and  Common  Council  have  also  filed  an  answer, 
denying  the  combination  between  them  and  the  railroad 
company,  charged  in  the  bill. 

Upon  the  filing  of  the  bill,  an  order  was  made  that  the 
defendants  show  cause  why  an  injunction  should  not  issue, 
according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  and  granting  a  tempo- 
rary injunction  in  the  meantime.  The  defendants  filed  their 
answers,  and,  under  an  order  made  for  the  purpose,  aflida- 
vits  were  taken  by  the  parties,  to  be  read  upon  the  argument 
of  the  rule  to  show  cause.  The  parties,  by  their  respective 
pleadings  and  the  aflfidavits  so  taken,  and  through  the  argu- 
ments of  counsel,  have  had  full  o[)portunity  to  lay  their 
rights  and  claims  before  the  court.  Upon  the  matters  thus 
j>rest'nted,  the  question,  whether  a  permanent  injunction 
should  be  granted  against  the  defendants,  or  not,  is  now  to 
be  considered  and  decided. 

In  order  to  entitle  the  complainants  to  the  injunction 
whiirh  they  seek,  it  is  necessary  that  their  tith?  to  the  pro- 
perty and  rights  claimed  by  them,  and  for  the  protection  of 
which  they  ask  the  interposition  of  this  court,  should  be 
made  to  ap|>ear  in  a  clear  and  satisfactory  manner.  This  is 
an  established  rule  in  applications  of  this  nature. 

In  the  Ciuse  of  Outcalt  v.  l)'u<borouyh,  2  Greens  Ch.  R. 
21G-17,  Chancellor  Vroom  says  :  "  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
the  party  seeking  to  be  protected  in  the  possession  or  enjoy- 
ment of  real  propt.-rty,  must  show  a  right,  and  it  must  be 
i^uch  a  right  as  the  court  will  feel  bound  to  protect,  upon  his 
own  showing,  against  the  act  of  the  defendant."  And  he  cites 
Field  V.  Jackson,  2  Dick.  599,  and  Whltdajy  v.  Whltelcgy,  1 
-firo.  6'.  C.  57,  in  support  ol  this  doctrine.  I  refer  furth^.^r  upon 
this  point  to  florin  v.  Mann,  4  Johns.  Ch.  i2.  21 ;  Sevitt  v. 
GiUf'^ie,  1  Howard  [Mississippi)  it?.  113  ;  Pric^  v.  Methodist 
Church,  4  Hat/n/ioad  547 ;  Davis  v.  Leo,  G  Vesey  784-7 ; 

2n* 
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Smith  V.  CoUyeXy  8  Vesey  89 ;  Mayor  of  Jersey  City  v.  Mor- 
ris Canal  and  Banking  Cb.,  1  Bea^,  551. 

The  large  basin  described  in  the  bill,  is  an  important  part 
of  the  property  claimed  by  the  complainants,  and  I  will  con- 
sider first  the  questions  arising  upon  this  part  of  the  case. 

This  basin  is  constructed  in  the  navigable  waters  of  the 
Hudson  river  and  Communipaw  bay,  and  is  wholly  below 
low  water  mark.  It  was  built  by  the  complainants  between 
the  month  of  October,  1859,  and  the  month  of  October,  1860, 
as  stated  in  their  bill.  They  also  state  that  they  constructed 
it  under  the  titles  acquired  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the 
bill,  and  ''  under  the  powers  given  by  their  charter,  and  the 
supplements  thereto,  and  under  the  express  authority  given 
by  the  Associates  of  the  Jersey  Company,  and  lawfully  trans- 
ferred to  the  complainants." 

Let  us,  then,  inquire  what  are  the  powers  given  by  the 
complainants'  charter  and  the  supplements  thereto,  for  this 
purpose.  By  the  fifth  section  of  the  charter,  they  are  au- 
thorized to  construct  a  canal  or  artificial  navigation  to  con- 
nect the  waters  of  the  Delaware  with  the  waters  of  the  Pas- 
saic, "  with  all  the  locks,  works,  devict*s,  wharves,  toll-houses, 
and  offices,  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  said  canal."  And 
i\ho  by  themselves  and  their  agents  to  enter  upon  and  sur- 
vey all  lands,  for  the  purpose  of  surveying  the  route  of  their 
(\anal,  and  locating  the  several  works  al>ove  specified.  And 
it  is  dei.'lared  by  the  same  section,  that  when  the  said  route 
*'  shall  have  been  fixed  upon,  and  its  several  works  located 
by  the  president  an<l  directors,  or  a  majority  of  them,  and  a 
survey  thereof  deposited  in  the  otfi<',c  of  the  secretary  of  state, 
then  it  may  be  lawful  for  them  and  for  any  agent,  superin- 
tendent, engineer,  contractor,  or  any  person  or  persons  era- 
ployed  in  the  service  ot  said  corporation,  at  any  time  to  enter 
upon,  take  possession  of,  and  use  all  aivd  singular  such  lands, 
water,  and  streams,  subject  to  such  compensation  to  be  made 
therefor,  as  is  hereafter  direct  "d." 

The  supplement  of  28th  January,  1828,  authorized  the 
company  to  extend  their  canal  to  the  Hudson,  but  does  not 
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give  any  further  powers  for  the  purposes  above  stated,  than 
those  mentioned  in  the  fifth  section  of  the  charter. 

It  is  stated  in  the  answer,  and  upon  the  argument  was  ad- 
mitted by  the  complainants'  counsel,  that  no  survey  of  the 
place  where  the  basin  is  constructed  was  ever  made  or  de- 
posited in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  stat^,  in  conformity 
with  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The  making  and 
filing  of  such  survey  is  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  the  taking 
of  any  lands  under  the  powers  given  by  their  charter.  Bo- 
imparte  v.  Camden  and  Amboy  R.  B.  Co.y  Baldwins  B. 
205 ;  Doughty  v.  Samerville  and  Easton  B.  B,  Co,,  I  Zab. 
442. 

I  did  not  understand  the  complainants'  counsel  to  deny 
the  correctness  of  this  position.  The  complainants,  there- 
fore, not  having  filed  the  required  survey,  could  not  lawfully 
construct  this  basin  by  virtue  oi  their  charter,  if  they  acted 
under  that  alone,  and  without  further  authority  and  right. 

But  they  insist  that  they  had  further  authority  and  right. 
They  say  that  docks  or  basins  are  comprised  in  the  ^*  works 
and  devices"  which,  by  their  charter,  they  are  authorized  to 
make,  and  that  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  conveyances  from 
**The  Associates  of  the  Jersey  Company,"  set  forth  in  their 
bill,  they,  the  complainants,  became  the  owners  in  fee  of  the 
lands  under  water,  now  occupied  and  enclosed  by  this  basin ; 
or  that,  if  said  conveyances  did  not  convey  the  fee  in  said 
lands,  they  transferred  to  the  complainants  a  right  and  au- 
thority to  construct  docks,  wharves,  and  piers,  in  said  waters, 
and  that,  by  virtue  of  the  title  or  right  so  derived  from  the 
associates,  in  connection  with  the  powers  given  by  their  char- 
ter, as  aforesaid,  they  had  full  power  to  construct  said  basin, 
and  appropriate  it  to  their  own  use.  The  title  or  right  which 
it  is  contended  the  Associates  thus  transferred  to  the  com- 
plainants, it  is  insisted  the  Associates  had  and  held,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  their  charter.  They  were  incorporated  by  an 
iict  of  the  legislature,  passed  10th  November,  1804.  It  will 
be  necessary,  therefore,  now  to  examine  that  statute,  in  order 
to  see  what  rights  it  gave  to  the  Associates. 
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"  It  ia  an  esUblished  rule  in  the  exposition  of  statutes," 
Kays  Chancellor  Kent,  "  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
is  to  be  derived  from  a  view  of  the  whole,  and  of  every  part 
of  a  statute,  taken  and  compared  together.  The  real  inten- 
tion, when  ascertained,  will  prevail  over  the  literal  sense  of 
terms.  *  *  *  *  When  words  are  not  explicit,  the  in- 
tention is  to  be  collected  from  the  context,  from  the  occiision 
and  necessity  of  the  law,  from  the  mischief  felt,  and  the 
remedy  in  view  ;  and  the  intention  is  to  be  taken  or  presumed 
according  to  what  is  consonant  to  reason  and  good  discre- 
tion."    1  Kent's  Com.  461-2. 

Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  speaking  of  the  proper  means 
of  arriving  at  the  true  meaning  of  a  statute,  says  :  *'  Where 
the  mind  labors  to  discover  the  design  of  the  legislature,  it 
seizes  everything  from  which  aid  can  be  derived,  and  in  such 
case,  ike  title  claims  a  degree  of  notice,  and  will  have  its  due 
share  of  consideration."  Utiited  States  v.  Fisher ^  2  Cranch 
380. 

The  title  of  this  act  is  "  an  act  to  incorporate  the  Associates 
of  the  Jersey  Company." 

In  the  prelim ble  it  is  set  forth,  that  it  has  been  repre^sented 
to  the  legislature,  that  Richard  Varick  and  others  have  be- 
come proprietors,  by  purchase  from  Cornelius  Van  Vorst,  of 
a  certain  tra(;t  of  land  and  premises  therein  described,  called 
Powlijs'  Hook,  witii  a  ferry  right,  and  that  they  had  divided 
it  into  one  thousand  shares,  and  that  they  had,  by  agreement, 
associated  and  become  associates  with  divers  other  persons 
in  said  shares,  and  that  said  associates  had  petitioned  the 
legislature  for  an  act  of  incorporation. 

By  the  lirst  section,  the  said  Kichard  Varick,  and  the  said      J 
other  persons  interested  with  him  in  said  shares,  are  consti-    — 

tuted  a  body  corporate,  with  powers  to  sue,  &c.,  and  are  de i 

clared  to  be  capable,  by  their  corporate  name,  to  have  aml/L* . 
hold  lands,  tenements,  and  herediUiments.  But  it  is  expressij^-  ^ 
provided  and  declared,  in  and  by  said  section,  that  the  laniis=:=.    , 

tenements,  and  hereditaments  which  it  should  be  lawful  <nc >^ 

the  said  corporation  to  hold,  should  orUy  be  the  said  tract  •   ^^7/' 
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land  and  premises,  with  the  privilegee  and  appurtenances  in 
said  act  before  described,  and  such  other  lands  as  they  might 
take  in  payment  or  security  for  debts. 

The  second  section  gives  the  Siiid  corporation  *'  power  to 
lay  out  streets  and  squares  on  said  tract,  and  to  establish 
such  as  had  already  been  laid  out,  and  to  regulate  the  same, 
and  to  direct  and  govern  the  leveling,  pitching,  and  construct- 
ing of  the  said  streets,  and  the  raising  and  leveling  of  all  lots 
and  grounds  for  buildings,  as  well  public  as  private,  and  to 
order  and  regulate  the  building  of  all  docks,  piers,  and 
wharves,  and  all  store-houses  and  buildings  thereon,  and  to 
make  by-laws,  ordinances,  and  regulations,  touching  all  the 
said  matters,  and  to  enforce  the  same  by  penalty."  But  the 
powers  conferred  by  this  section,  it  is  declared,  shall  cease 
whenever  the  legislature  shall  institute  another  corporation 
for  those  purposes. 

The  third  section  enacts  as  follows :  "  That  the  said  As- 
sociates shall  have  the  privilege  of  erecting  or  building  any 
docks,  wharves,  and  piers,  opposite  to  and  adjoining  the  said 
premises  in  Hudson  river  and  the  bays  thereof,  as  far  as  they 
may  deem  it  necessary  for  the  improvement  of  the  said 
premises,  or  the  benefit  of  commerce,  and  to  appropriate  the 
same  to  their  own  use." 

The  eighth  section  directs  that  the  clerk  of  Bergen  county 
shall  appoint  a  deputy,  who  shall  be  sworn  as  such,  and 
reside  and  keep  an  office  within  the  district  of  country  for- 
merly known  by  the  name  of  the  Island  of  Harsimus,  and 
which  includes  Powles'  Hook,  who  shall  keep  proper  books 
for  the  recording  of  all  deeds,  mortgages,  and  writings  which 
might  thereafter  be  made  or  executed,  relating  to  real  estate 
within  said  district. 

The  tenth  section  declares  that  all  sales  at  auction,  to  be 
made  at  Powles'  Hook  and  the  said  island  of  Harsimus,  shall 
be  free  from  any  duty  imposed  by  this  state,  for  the  period  of 
fourteen  years  from  the  pjissing  of  said  act.  These  are  the 
parts  of  the  act  which  relate  more  particularly  to  the  object 
of  our  present  inquiry. 
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We  see,  tlierefore,  from  these  provisions,  that  the  pei-sons 
nanitnl  in  the  act  are  incorporated  by  it,  and  that  the  tract 
of  land  and  premises,  to  wit,  Powles'  Hook,  which  they  l»efore 
held  and  owned  as  individiKils,  they  are  made  capable  of 
holding  and  owning  as  a  body  corporate;  and  that  they  are 
not  permitted  to  hold  any  other  lands,  except  such  as  they 
might  take  in  payment  or  security  for  debts;  and  that  they 
are  empowered  to  exercise,  for  a  limited  time  only,  the 
municipal  powers  mentioned  in  the  s^vond  section.  We  see, 
also,  that  certain  privileges  and  benefits  are,  by  the  eighth 
and  t<Mith  sections,  secured  to  the  inhabitants  of  Powles'  Hook, 
and  are  extended  to  their  neighbors  upon  other  parts  of  the 
ishuid  of  Harsimus. 

The  object  and  intention  of  the  legislature  in  passing  this 
act,  so  far  as  they  cm\  be  gathered  from  the  act  itself,  seem 
to  have  been  to  enable  the  corporation  therel»y  created,  to 
lay  out  and  improve  the  said  tract  known  as  Powles'  Hook, 
and  prepare  the  same  for  settlement  as  a  town  or  (!ity,  and 
to  invite  and  encourage  persons  to  settle  and  build  there. 
And  the  j)Owers  granted  seem  to  be  limited  so  as  to  apply 
to  that  place  only,  and  to  be  used  for  that  purpose  and  no 
other.  The  corporation  is  authorized  to  hold  that  tract,  and 
no  otlicT  land,  save  such  as  they  might  take  in  payment  or 
security  for  debts.  The  powers  granted  by  the  second  sec- 
tion are  to  be  exercised  in  and  over  that  place,  and  no  other, 
and  are  to  cease  upon  the  happening  of  the  event  named. 
The  privilege  granted  by  the  third  section,  to  build  docks, 
wharves,  and  piers  in  the  waters  there  named,  specifies  that 
they  may  be  built  as  far  out  as  the  said  Associates  may 
deem  necessary  for  the  iviprovement  of  said  premises,  or  the 
benefit  of  commerce.  The  object  and  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature, as  thus  understood,  in  passing  this  act,  should  be 
borne  in  mind  and  have  their  due  influence,  in  examining 
the  different  parts  of  the  act  to  ascertain  their  true  meaning. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  complainants,  that  by  the  third  sec- 
tion, the  fee  simple  in  all  the  lands  under  water  in  Hudson 
river,  Communipaw  bay,  and  Harsimus  bay,  opposite  to  and-i 
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adjoining  Powles'  Hook,  as  far  out  as  the  right  of  the  state 
extended,  was  granted  to  the  Associates,  or  that  the  right  to 
build  docks,  wharves,  and  piers  in  the  waters  of  said  river 
and  bays  was  thereby  granted,  and  that  such  right  Wius  an 
incorporeal  hereditament  in  gross,  and  that  the  Associates 
had  a  right  to  convey,  and  did  convey  such  fee  simple  or 
right  to  the  complainants. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  it  is  insisted  that  the  priv- 
ilege granted  by  the  said  third  section  to  the  Associates,  was 
only  a  privilege  or  license  to  build  said  docks,  wharves,  and 
piers,  and  appix)priate  them  to  their  own  use,  and  that  they 
could  not  convey  or  transfer  the  said  privilege  to  the  com- 
plainants or  to  any  other  corporation. 

When  we  take  into  consideration  the  extent  and  value  of 
those  lands  un<ler  water,  their  situation  in  relation  to  our 
own  state  and  to  the  city  of  New  York,  with  its  extensive 
and  valuable  trade  and  commerce,  and  forming,  as  those 
waters  do,  an  important  part  of  the  harbor  of  Xew  York, 
the  best,  not  only  in  this  country  but  upon  this  continent,  it 
is  most  rea.sonable  to  conclude  that,  if  the  legislature  intended 
to  grant  and  convey  the  fee  in  said  lands,  or  such  right  over 
them  as  is  contended  for  by  the  complainants,  that  their  in- 
ttmtion  would  bo  made  plainly  to  ap[)ear,  and  that  the  grant 
itself  would  be  made  in  clear,  direct,  and  explicit  terms. 

What  has  been  done  in  other  Ciises  of  grant  of  lands  by 
legislative  act  in  this  state  ? 

It  is  said  by  Judge  Elmer,  in  the  case  of  Bell  w  Go^ijh,  3 
Zab.  667,  that  "  but  three  cases  of  distinct  grants  of  land 
covered  with  water,  or  of  the  shore,  by  the  legislature,  are  to 
be  found  in  our  statute  books,"  referring  to  the  grant  of  the 
Pea  Patch  to  Henry  Gale,  by  the  act  of  24th  November, 
1831,  Pamph.  L.  15;  the  grant  to  Nathaniel  Budd,  by  act 
of  8th  November,  1836,  Pamph.  L.  13 ;  and  the  grant  to 
Aaron  Ogden,  by  act  of  2oth  January,  1837,  Pamph.  L.  64. 

In  the  Pea  Patch  grant,  the  language  of  the  act  is,  that 
"all  the  right  and  title  of  the  said  state  of  New  Jersey  to  the 
said  island  called  the  Pea  Patch,  with  all  and  singular  the 


432  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Co.  v.  Central  Railroad  Co.  et  al. 

appurtenances,  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  granted  and  con- 
veyed to  the  said  Henry  Gale,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever ; 
and  that  the  same  shall  forever  hereafter  be  vested  in  the  said 
Henry  Gale,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  as  full  and  ample  a 
manner  as  the  stat^  of  New  Jersey  hath  right  and  title  to 
grant  the  same,"  reserving,  however,  the  state's  right  of 
jurisdiction  and  sovereignty.  The  language  in  the  grant  to 
Budd  is  the  same,  and  in  that  to  Ogden  is  equally  clear. 

The  language  used  in  these  three  acts,  leaves  no  doubt  in 
regard  to  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  or  the  nature  and 
extent  of  the  estate  granted.  Compare  this  with  the  lan- 
guage of  the  third  section  of  the  charter  of  the  Associates. 
The  difference  is  striking.  The  grant  of  the  Pea  Patch 
declares  that  '^aU  the  right  and  title''  of  the  state  to  the  Siime, 
'*are  hereby  granted  and  conveyed  to  the  said  Henry  Gale, 
his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  and  that  th-e  same  shall  forever 
hereafter  be  vested  in  the  said  Henry  Gale,  his  heirs  and  a4h 
signs  y'  ^c. 

The  third  section  of  the  Associates'  charter  declares  that 
^^they  shall  have  the  privilege  to  build  docks,  wharves,  and 
piers,''  (^c,  and  *7o  appropriate  the  same  to  their  own  use." 
The  words  '*  grant,"  "  convoy,"  ''  right,"  '*  title,"  '*  estate," 
are  none  of  them  found  in  it.     Not  only  is  the  language  of 
this  third  section  different  from  that  used  in  those  grants, 
but  it  is  also  wholly  unlike  that  uniformly  used  in  a  deed  in- 
tended to  convey  a  fee  simple,  or  such  right  as  the  complain-  ^ 
ants  are  contending  for.     No  discreet  conveyancer  would  us^^ 
such  language  in  such  a  deed.     It  would  not  be  deera^^ 
either  apt  or  adequate  for  the  purpose.     And  when  a  gra^t\t 
of  an  estate  in  fee,  in  lands  so  extensive  and  valuable,  or      a 
grant  of  so  important  a  right  over  them  as  is  argued  for    "l)y 
the  complainants,  is  intended  to  be  made  by  the  sUvte,       l>y 
means  of  an  act  of  the  legislature,  passed  with  all  the  fVor- 
malities  and  deliberation  attendant  upon  legislation,  is  it  -maot 
reiisonable  to  suppose  that  they  would  employ  language    at 
least  as  plain,  explicit,  and  direct,  as  that  which  is  deerritt/ 
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appropriate  and  necessary  in  an  ordinary  deed  between  in- 
dividuals? 

Again :  This  third  section  declares  that  the  Associates 
shall  have  the  privilege  of  building  docks,  wharves,  and 
piers  in  those  waters,  and  to  appropriate  the  same,  that  is, 
the  docks,  wharves,  and  piers,  to  their  own  use.  Can  this 
properly  be  said  to  grant  all  those  lands  under  water  upon 
which  the  Associates  did  7iot  build  any  dock,  wharf,  or  pier? 
If  ii  was  intended  by  the  legislature  to  grant  the  whole  of  those 
lands,  or  a  right  for  ever  over  the  whole  of  them,  whether  so 
built  upon  or  not,  why  was  this  section  so  framed  and  ex- 
presj^ed  as  to  declare  in  effect,  that  when  they  built  a  dock, 
wharf,  or  pier  upon  any  particular  part  or  portion^  they 
might  appropriate  the  same  to  their  own  use?  Is  the  giv- 
ing of  a  privilege  to  occupy  and  build  upon,  and  then  to 
appropriate  apart  of  certain  lands,  a  grant  or  conveyance  of 
the  whole  of  those  lands?  Does  not  this  section,  by  giving 
to  the  Associates  a  privilege  of  building  and  a|)|)ropriating 
to  their  own  use,  docks,  wharves,  and  piers,  which  must  of 
necessity  be  built  upon  parts  and  portions  of  those  lands 
under  water,  selected  from  time  to  time,  exclude  the  idea 
that  the  legislature  meant  to  grant  tlie  whole  of  said  lands? 
Is  it  not  really  an  indirect  declaration,  that  the  land  not  so 
occupied  and  built  upon  was  not  granted,  and  that  the  same, 
and  all  right  in  it,  and  over  it,  remained  in  the  state  as 
Lefore  ? 

Would  such  construction  of  this  section  as  is  contended 
ior  by  the  complainants,  be  in  accordance  with  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  in  passing  this  act,  or  in  harmony  with  the 
other  parts  of  the  act?     It  seems  to  have  been  intended  to 
restrict  the  powers  of  the  i\j<sociates  within  narrow  limits. 
They  are  incorporated  by  the  first  section,  and  enabled  to 
hold  lands,  &c.     The  powers  given  by  the  second  section 
were  to  last  but  for  a  time,  and  when  they  ceased,  little  else 
but  the  power  to  hold   Powles'  Hook  and  improve  it,  re- 
mained in  the  Associates,  except  what  is  given  by  the  third 
Bection.     The  first  section,  moreover,  expres.-ily  provides  that 
Vol.  I.  2o 
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the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  which  they  should 
be  ea|iai>le  of  holding,  tshould  be  onlt/  those  therein  before, 
described.  Would  the  legij^lature,  after  thus  restricting  tht^ 
jK)wers  of  this  corporation,  and  after  expressly  declaring  that 
they  sliOuM  not  be  capable  of  holding  any  other  lands,  tene- 
mentf*,  or  hcreditanients  than  those  mentioned  in  the  first 
section,  prooet^il  at  once  in  the  third  section  to  grant  to  them 
those  (^xtt'nsive  and  valuable  lands  under  water  in  fee  simple, 
or  surh  incorporeal  hereditament  in  or  over  them  as  is  con- 
t<MKkd  for  by  the  complainants?  The  two  sections  as  thus 
construt;d  would  conllict  with  each  oilier. 

Apiin:  The  privilege  givon   by  the  third  section  to  Uu* 
Associates,  is  to  build  do(?ks,  <fcc.,  in  those  waters,  as  far  out 
as  thrt/  may  deem  necessary  for  the  improvement  of  the  ?ai<l 
premise's,  or  the  benefit  of  commerce.     Here  it  is  left  to  ihcru 
to  judg«;  and   decide  in  this  matter.     They  were  the  owiiers 
of  Powles'  Hook,  and  as  such  were  incorporated  with  pow- 
ers to  hold   and  improve  it,  with  the  view  of  building  up  a 
town.     And  as  they,  as  a  corporation,  were  to  own  no  other 
lands,  an<l   ( ould   have   no  obj(jet  or  interest  different  from 
this,  such   right   to  build  doeks,  wharves,  and  [»iers,  might 
safely  be  vested  in  them,  to  be  u.^ed  according  to  their  judg- 
ment.    They  could  have  no  motive  to  use  this  privilege  for 
any  other  purp()se,  and  it  was  granted  to  them   in  further- 
ance oi  lli<*  object  and  intent  of  the  act.     But  if  the  right 
or  privil.'ge  granted   by  this  section,  were  such  as  is  con- 
ton  le  1  for  by  ih  .^  coin[)la:nants,  the  Associates  might  not  only 
use  it  tiieni.s<lves,  but  might  .sell  ami  convey  it  away,  or  it 
might  be  sold  against  their  will,  by  virtue  of  judgment  and       j 
execulioH  against  them,  and  might  thus  pa^s  into  the  hinds     -s^ 
of  unlriendly   individuals,  or  of  a  corporation   created  for  -^ 
other  puri)0.sc^,  and  having  interests  in  conflict  with,  or  ha- —  - 
tile  to  the  interestis  of  the  community  or  town  of  Powles' ^^-^ 
Hook.     And   thus  what  was  granted  by  the  legislature  foM:  ^l 
their  benefit,  might  Ik?  use<l  for  their  injury  or  destructioiM"  ^ 
The  legislature  might  well  be  willing  to  grant  such  a  privir     ^, 
lege   to   thu  Av<sociates  in  such  manner  aa  to  be  used  he -j\ 
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them  and  according  to  //ieiV  judgment,  for  the  building  up  of 
Powles'  Hook  and  the  encouragement  of  its  trade  and  com- 
merce, but  unwilling  to  grant  thorn  an  estate  or  right  which 
might  pass  into  other  hands,  and  be  used  for  very  different 
and  [)erhaps  contrary  purposes. 

Moreover,  the  provisions  of  this  third  section  seem  not  to 
be  the  ra  lin  purpose  of  the  act,  but  m.M*elv  auxiliary  thereto. 
I  think  it  is  right,  as  a  rule  of  construction,  to  consider  the 
legislature  iis  intending  by  this  section  to  grant  such  powers 
as  were  necessary  or  useful  to  the  end  or  ol)ject  which  they 
had  in  view  in  creating  this  corporation,  and  that  they  ought 
not  to  l>e  understood  as  giving  or  granting  anything  more, 
unless  their  intention  to  do  so  is  declared  or  made  known  in 
the  plainl^sl  terms,  leaving  no  possible  room  for  doubt.  Here, 
if  the  third  section  is  construed  to  give  to  the  Associates  only 
a  j/ricikgc  or  license  to  build  docks,  &c.,  to  be  exercised  by 
themselves,  and  not  transferable,  it  gives  all  that  is  nt'ces- 
.sary  or  useful  in  that  respect,  to  enable  the  corporation  to 
accon'iplish  the  ends  for  which  it  was  created.  But  if  it  is 
cronstrued  to  grant  a  fee,  or  such  right  as  the  complainants 
contend  for,  it  grants  more  than  is  necessary  or  useful  for 
that  purj.)Ose.  We  must  therefore  conclude  that  they  did  not 
intend  to  grant  so  much,  since  the  language  used  cannot  be 
$«iid  to  have,  beyond  all  doubt  and  controversy,  the  meaning 
<^)ntended  for  by  the  comj)lainants.  If  the  Associates  had, 
l»y  that  section,  a  privilege  or  license  to  build,  &c.,  to  be  used 
and  exercised  by  themselves,  they  could  build  docks,  wharves, 
and  piers,  as  far  out  as  they  might  deem  necessary  for  the 
iraprovemrnt  of  Powles'  Hook,  or  the  benefit  of  commerce. 
If  they  had  a  fee  in  the  lands,  or  a  right  over  all  of  them, 
Ciipable  of  being  transferred  and  conveyed  away,  they  couhl 
do  no  more,  except  that  they  might  sell  such  estate  or  right, 
which,  so  far  from  being  a  benefit  to  Powles'  Hook,  might  be 
the  means  of  great  injury  and  mischief. 

Again,  look  at  the  title  of  this  act.  It  is  "  an  act  to  in- 
corjx)rate  the  Associates  of  the  Jersey  Company."  In  this, 
Irief  aud  simple  as  it  is,  we  find  nothing  to  indicate  that  the 
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legislature  intended  to  grant  any  great  or  unusual  rights  or 
powers. 

But  if,  notwithstanding  the  considerations  already  men- 
tioni'd,  the  meaning  of  this  third  section  should  still  seem  to 
be  doubtful,  there  are  other  principles  which  may  assist  us  in 
arriving  at  a  correct  conclusion. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule  of  construction  in  regard  to  a  pub- 
lic grant,  that  the  grantee  can  take  nothing  not  clearly  given 
him  by  the  grant.  In  cases  of  doubt,  the  grant  is  construed 
in  favor  of  the  state,  and  most  strongly  against  the  grantee. 
United  States  v.  Arredondo,  6  Peters  738-9;  Charles  Eiver 
Bvkhje  V.  Warren  Bridge^  II  Peters  545;  State  v.  Bentley, 
3  Zab.  538 ;  Proprietors  of  Bridges^  (J'C,  v.  Ilohokeii  Land 
and  Improvement  Co,,  2  Beas,  9i ;  Townsend  v.  Broicn,  4 
Zah.  87. 

In  this  last  case,  Chief  Justice  Green  savs : 

''  It  is  a  rule  of  construction,  no  less  wise  than  clear,  that 
in  all  cases  of  public  grants,  the  interpretation  shall  be  most 
favorable  to  the  public,  and  most  strongly  against  the  grantee. 
The  rule  is  founded  in  wisdom.  All  experience  teaches  that 
public  rights  are  yielded  to  private  interests  with  sufficient 
alacrity.  If  the  legislature  really  design  to  grant  to  indi- 
viduals the  right  of  several  fishery,  below  low  water  mark, 
it  is  ea.sy  to  do  so  in  plain  and  express  terms.  It  is  far  bet- 
ter that  the  right  should  be  settled  by  legislative  interference, 
than  that  public  rights  should  be  frittered  away  by  the  aid  ^ 
of  judicial  construction." 

It  wjis  further  said  by  the  counsel  for  the  co.mplainants,  ^  - 
that  the  construction  of  this  third  section  ha<i  been  settled  xhx^m 
their  tavor  by  the  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Den  v.  Ihiinmer^  — ^ 
Spencer's  R.  86,  and  Hie  Associates  v.  Jet^scy  City,  4  Hoists  -* 
Ch.  R.  715,  in  which,  as  they  insist,  the  court  held  that  th^-^z: 
Associates  owned  all  this  land  under  water,'  opposite  to  an*  mt^ 
adjoining  Powles'  Hook,  to  the  middle  of  Hudson  river,  Comrar^- 
munipaw  bay,  and  Harsimus  bay.  But  I  do  not  so  understarr"'^' 
it.     It  Wiis  not  necessary  for  the  court  to  decide  that  questic*-  — ( 
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in  either  of  those  cases,  and  I  do  not  think   that  they  have 
Jone  so. 

I  am  not  able  to  see,  eitlier  from  the  bnf^uageof  the  third 
section  of  the  charter  of  the  AsHOciatets,  or  from  the  other 
parts  of  the  act,  or  from  the  whole  act  taken  and  considered 
together,  and  the  object  and  intention  of  the  legislature  in 
l^mufr  it,  that  that  section  lias  the  meaning  and  effect  con- 
tended for  by  the  counsel  of  the  comi)lainant8.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  gives  to  the  Associates  merely  a  privilege  or 
liceiiJiie  to  build  docks,  wharves,  and  piers,  in  the  w^aters  of  the 
Hudson  river,  and  the  bays  aforesaid,  in  the  manner  there 
Jnentioned,  and  when  so  built,  to  appropriate  them  to  their 
^^wn  use  ;  and  that  the  Associates  could  not  transfer  or  con- 
vey siK-h  privilege  or  license  to  any  other  corporation. 

The  complainants'  counsel  upon  the  argument,  claimed  fur- 
tlior,  however,  that  they  had  a  right,  Jis  riparian  owners,  to 
lonjitruct  this  basin.  I  do  not  perceive  that  this  is  so.  South 
J'lrer-t,  one  of  the  streets  lai<i  down  upon  Mangin's  map,  a 
map  made  or  atlopted  by  the  Associates,  and  which  street  is 
^'le  Imuilrcd  feet  wide,  lies  immediately  north  of  the  basin, 
•'nul  U-tween  it  and  the  lands  of  the  complainants.  It  has 
l^'on  diHnded  that  the  streets  upon  Mangin's  map  are  dedi- 
•'ated  to  public  use,  and  that  though  the  fee  in  them  remained 
in  the  Associates,  it  was  nevei'theless  subject  to  the  public 
^:i.s«inent  created  by  such  (Indication.  iJen.  v.  Dunimer, 
^'^jn'iircrs  It.  80;  Maifor,  t^'t*.,  of  Jersey  City  v.  Morris  Luiial 
^f'ld  Bankinfj  Co.,  1  Beas.  517. 

Tho  comphiinanis'  couns»d  schemed  to  attach  some  import- 

t.'ince  to  the  fad,  that  a  portion  ol  the  nortlit'rly  side  of  South 

•street  is  o<:cupied  by  the  pier  built  by  the  comj.dainants  upon 

liie  southerly  side  of  their  smaller  basin.     But  according  to 

the  decision  in  the  case  ju.st  cited  from  1  i?aw.  547,  lh«^  com- 

J.jainants  did  not  thereby  acquire  any  exclusive  right  to  the 

jiart  of  the  street  so  occupied.     It  still   remained   a   puMic 

F^rreet,  and  the   right   ot"  llie   public,  and  ol'  all  persons  who 

Avcre  before  entitled  to  use  it  as  such,  was  as  [)ertect  and  com- 

J»lete  us  belore. 
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Even  if  the  Associates  had  conveyed  to  the  complainants 
all  their  right  and  title  in  South  street,  and  they  thereby  be- 
came in  law  riparian  owners,  yet  an  important  question  would 
still  remain  to  be  settled,  as  to  what  rights  belonged  to  them 
as  riparian  owners,  they  being  an  incorporated  company,  and 
having  only  limited  powers  under  their  charter.  That  ques- 
tion came  up  in  the  cane  of  The  State  v.  Brown,  3  Diitcher, 
13,  and  the  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  expressly  declined  giving  an  opinion  upon  it.  It  may 
therefore  be  considered  at  least  a  doubtful  point.  But  I  do 
not  find  that  South  street  ever  was  conveyed  to  the  complain- 
ants. It  is  not  included  in  the  bounds  or  description  of  the 
deed  from  the  Associates,  dated  2nd  January,  1845,  or  that 
dat^d  13th  September,  1845,  as  the  same  are  sUited  and  set 
forth  in  the  bill,  nor  in  any  other  conveyance  which  hiis  come 
to  my  notice. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  complainants  have  not  shown  any 
suflBcient  authority  in  themselves  to  construct  the  said  basin, 
or  that  they  have  a  good  and  sufficient  title  thereto.  And 
that,  thoreforo,  this  court  upon  woU  established  principi*^:', 
which  regulate  its  practice  an<l  proceedings,  ought  not  to 
grant  an  injunction  to  protect  them  in  the  enjoyment  thereof. 

It  was  urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  complainants,  that  in 
case  the  complainants'  title  should  not  be  made  out  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  the  t(»mporary  injunction  should 
be  allowed  to  stand  until  that  question  could  be  tried  at  law. 
In  some  cases,  this  court  will  hesitate  to  decide  u{>on  a  ques-     — 
tion  of  title  on  an  applicxition  for  an  injunction.     But  the  -^j 
j)ropor  cours(*  to  l)e  pursued,  will  always  depend  much  upou-«  ^ 
the  circumstances  of  each  [liirticular  case.     On  the  presents  ^ 
application  the  title  claimed  by  the  complainants,  and  th«  »  ^ 
grounils  upon  which  it  is  believed  by  them  to  rest,  have  al-^  ^ 
been  laid  before  the  court,  and  the  material  facts  in  regar*  — ^a 

to  it  are  not  disputed.     I  sj)eak  now  of  their  claim  to  tbKi  i 

basin. 

The  injunction  prayed  for  would  suspend  an  importa       jj{ 
work  of  it  public  naiuro,  and  do  a  great  cind  daily  rccurri"^  jif 
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injury  to  the  stockholders,  whose  capital  to  a  large  amount 
is  invested  in  it.  The  court  must  take  care,  when  called 
upon  to  int<?rpose  to  prevent  an  apprehended  injury  to  one 
party,  not  to  do  at  least  as  great  an  injury  to  the  other.  I 
think  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  it  would 
not  be  just  to  tie  up  the  defendants  by  injunction,  until  the 
question  of  title  could  be  tried  at  law. 

The  other  rights  and  property  claimed  by  the  complain- 
ants, and  for  which  they  seek  protection  by  injunction,  are 
the  right  to  use  the  tide  waters  of  Mill  ci'eek,  for  the  purpose 
of  feeding  their  canal  by  means  of  the  feeder  constructed 
there;  also  the  right  to  use  the  creek  as  an  outlet  to  their 
canal,  and  the  right  of  navigating  the  waters  of  the  creek 
and  of  Comnuinipaw  bay;  also,  the  rights  of  adjacency  to  the 
waters  of  said  bay,  where  said  waters  wash  the  bank  of  the 
canal ;  also,  the  right  of  riparian  owners  upon  the  shores  of 
?*aid  bay,  and  the  right  of  passing  over  the  waters  thereof,  to 
and  from  their  canal,  and  of  loading  and  unloading  boats  on 
the  banks  thereof.  They  also  claim  to  own  lands  under 
water  between  Beach  and  Henderson  streets,  under  a  deed 
from  Cornelius  Van  Vorst.  But  tlieir  title  to  those  lands  is 
(itMiiod  l)y  the  defendants,  and  no  deed  from  Van  Vorst  was 
]>roflur<Ml,  nor  was  any  evidence  offered  in  regard  to  it.  The 
(•omj>lainants'  counsel  say  that  there  has  been  such  a  deed, 
hut  that  it  is  now  lost. 

The  canal  company  were,  by  their  chnrter,  authorized  to 
<-^insiruct  their  canal  from  the  Delaware  to  the  Passaic.  By 
;i  siif)plement  passed  twenty-eighth  January,  1828,  they  were 
<'.nipuwered  to  extend  it  to  the  Hudson.  This  exten.^ion  was 
nmstructed  in  the  year  183G,  as  appears  by  the  bill,  and  it 
rrosses  ihe  Hackensack  river  and  Mill  creek.  Mr.  Talcolt,  who 
now  is,  and  sinc<3  the  spring  of  184G  has  been,  chief  engineer 
ot  the  canal  company,  says,  that  when  he  first  took  charge  of 
the  Ciinal,  the  structure  upon  which  the  canal  had  before 
rrossed  Mill  creek  w^is  washed  away.  That  afterwards  new 
li.vtures  w«M*e  made  for  the  purpose,  under  his  superintendence 
and  direction,  and  in  describing  them,  he  says  that  "  they 
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consisted  of  a  plain  wooden  syphon  culvert,  with  an  embank- 
ment on  each  side  ot  the  canal,  over  it,  entirely  excluding 
the  waters  of  Mill  creek."  He  further  says,  that  thoy  got 
the  canal  in  navigable  order  in  1850,  and  that  the  through 
trade  commenced  in  1851,  though  some  light  boat«  were 
j»aesed  through  before.  There  was  no  feeder  at  Mill  creek 
at  that  time,  and  the  canal  continued  to  be  used  without  any 
feeder  there  until  1854--5,  or  1855-6.  An  alteration  was 
then  mad(S  and  the  present  feeder  was  constructed  by  placing 
a  tide  gate  in  the  fixture  at  the  creek. 

It  is  not  expressly  stated,  but,  from  the  evidence,  I  think 
it  is  to  be  inferred  that  there  was  no  feeder  at  the  creek  in 
the  original  structure  there,  which  was  washed  away  before 
Mr.  Talcott  took  charge  of  the  works  in  1846.  It  appears 
that  though  the  company  after  that  date,  proceeded  to  put 
that  section  of  the  canal  in  order  for  trade  and  business,  and 
spent  lai'ge  sums  of  money  for  that  purpose  ;  and  though  a 
new  structure  was  then,  under  the  superintendence  of  their 
chief  engineer,  built  at  the  creek,  for  the  canal  to  cross  thecreek 
upon,  yet  tliat  it  was  so  built  a,H  (entirely  to  exclude  the  waters 
of  the  cret'k  from  the  canal,  and  that  the  canal  continued  to 
be  usihI  without  any  feeder  there,  for  the  sjiace  of  four  or  five 
vears  from  ihat  time.  These  facts  in  the  historv  of  the  canal 
are  some  evidi'nce,  that  tliough  a  feeder  there  may  be  valu- 
ble,  it  has  not  always  been  deemed  indispensable  to  the  use 
and  operation  of  the  canal. 

The  canal  now  has  four  feeders  by  which  it  is  fed  from  the  — 
tide  waters,  to  wit,  one  at  Ilackensack  river,  one  at  Fiddler's  ^^^^ 
Elbow,  one  at  th(»  Hudson,  and  this  one  at  Mill  creek.  Tlu^se-?-^ 
four  feeders,  together  with  a  steam  pump  at  the  Ilackensack,^  -^ 
are  th<^  means  by  which  tht*  canal  is  now  supplied  with  water,  ^m. 
This  pump  is  only  used  occasionally.  Whenever,  by  reaso[-»  ^ 
of  the  low  state  of  the  tides,  the  four  feeders  do  not  atibn^  ^-i 
suffiriunt  water,  the  pump  is  used  to  make  up  the  deticiencv*-^;_i 
and  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  has  not  at  all  times  bee— _  -'n 
found  sufficient  for  this  purpose. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  feeder  at  Mill  creek  is  a  vaL  «/- 
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able  addition  to  the  complainants'  means  of  siipplyinti;  their 
canal  with  water,  and  that  it  would  V>e  an  injury  to  them  to 
be  deprived  of  it.  But  I  do  not  think  that  it  could  prop^^rly 
be  considered  an  irreparable  injury.  The  past  history  of  the 
canal  shows  that  this  feeder  is  not  indisponsai>le.  There 
are  times  (always  recurring  when  neap  tides  prevail)  when 
this  feeder  does  not  supply  the  canal  with  any  water  at  all. 
On  such  occasions  the  pump  furnishes  all  that  is  needed,  in 
addition  to  what  may  come  in  at  the  other  feeders,  and  the 
navigation  of- the  canal  continues  without  interruption.  Any 
injury  which  might  be  done  to  this  feeder  by  the  operations 
of  the  defendants,  would  be  I  think  capable  of  compensation 
in  damages,  and  the  ability  of  the  defendants  to  respond  in 
that  way  is  not  questioned. 

The  complainants  claim  a  right  to  have  an  outlet  from 
their  canal  into  and  through  Mill  creek.  Yet  no  outlet  there 
Wiis  ever  made  until  some  time  in  July  and  August  last,  and 
a  very  short  time  before  the  filing  of  their  bill  in  this  cause. 
It  was  then  made  in  a  very  imperfect  manner,  and  but  one 
boat,  and  that  an  empty  one,  has  ever  been  passed  through 
it.  The  complainants  themselves  do  not  appear  ever  to  have 
placed  much  value  upon  this  right. 

The  rights  of  adjacency  to  the  waters  of  Communipaw  bay 
where  the  same  wjish  the  bank  of  their  CJinal,  the  right  of 
riparian  owners,  the  right  of  navigating  those  waters  and 
the  waters  of  Mill  creek,  and  the  right  to  the  lands  under 
water  between  Beach  and  Henderson  streets,  claime<l  by  the 
complainants,  are  not  all  admitted  by  the  defendants,  and 
some  of  them  are  expressly  denied. 

But  if  it  be  conceded  that  all  these  rights  belong  to  the 
complainants,  yet  I  cannot  think  that  the  injury  apprelu^nded 
to  them  from  the  proceedings  of  the  defendants  can  be  pro- 
perly called  irreparable,  or  that  it  is  of  such  a  character  as  to 
call  for  the  interposition  of  this  court  by  injunotion. 

The  water  along  the  canal  where  its  bank  is  washed  by 
the  waters  of  Communipaw  bay,  and  also  at  the  mouth  of 
Mill  creek,  is  shallow  at  ordinary  tides.     The  right  of  navi- 
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gating  those  waters  is  not  exclusively  in  the  complainants ; 
they  can  ohnni  it  only  in  common  with  others.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  complainants  have  ever  used  the  bank  of 
their  canal,  where  the  same  is  washetl  by  the  waters  of  Com- 
inunipaw  bay,  lor  the  loading  or  unloading  of  boats,  or  that 
they  expect  or  intend  to  do  so.  So  far  as  relates,  therefore, 
to  these  further  rights  claimed  by  the  complainants,  I  am  of 
opinion  that,  even  if  the  complainants  should  suffer  all  the 
injury  which  they  a[)prehend  from  the  proceedings  of  the 
defendants,  such  injury  could  be  fully  compensated  in  dam- 
ages, and  that  no  injunction  should  be  granted  in  regard  to 
them. 

I  may  here  adopt,  as  applicable  to  this  case,  the  language 
of  a  learned  judge,  and  say :  '*  There  is  no  power,  the  exer- 
cise of  which  is  more  delicate,  which  requires  greater  c;iu- 
tion,  deliberation,  and  sound  discretion,  or  which  is  more 
ilangerous  in  a  doubtful  case,  than  the  issuing  of  an  injunc- 
tion. It  is  the  strong  arm  of  equity  that  never  ought  to  he 
extended  unless  to  cases  of  great  injury,  where  the  courts  of 
law  cannot  afford  an  ade<juate  or  commensurate  rem(.*dy  in 
damages.  The  right  must  be  clear,  and  the  injury  be  im- 
jM.'udiiig  or  threatened,  so  as  to  be  averted  only  by  the  pro- 
tecting, pniventive  process  of  injunction.  But  that  will  not 
be  awardt^d  in  doubtful  cases,  or  new  ones  not  coming  within 
well  established  principles;  for  if  it  issues  erroneously,  an  ir- 
reparable injury  is  inflicted,  for  which  there  can  be  no  redress, 
it  bi'ing  the  act  of  a  court,  and  not  of  the  party  who  pray? 
for  it."  Botuijxirte  v.  Camden  and  Amboy  li.  H.  Co,,  Bald 
wins  IL  :>17,  218. 

Other  que.stions,  interesting  in  themselves,  and  having  ? 
important  bearing  upon  this  caae  in  certain  of  its  aspec' 
were  fjresfiited,  and  most  ably  discussed  by  counsel  upon  t 
argument.     But  under  the  views  which  I  have  already  ' 
]*ressed,  it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  consider  or  dec 
them. 

I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  whole  case,  that  the  motior 
a  permanent  injunction  should  be  denied,  and  the  tempo 
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injunction  dissolved  as  against  all  the  defendants,  with  costs, 
and  I  do  respectfully  advise  the  Chancellor  to  make  an  order 
aijcordingly. 


The  Morris  Canal  and  Banking  Company  i'^.  Francis  0. 
Matthieson  and  othei-s. 

Same   Complainants  vs,  Frances  0.  Matthieson  and 
Joseph  H.  Gautier  and  others. 

Upon  filing  the  bill  an  injunction  issued  pursuant  to  the 
prayer  thereof.  The  defendants  having  answen^d,  now  move 
to  dissolve  the  injunction.  The  cause  was  heard  before  James 
Wilson,  esquire,  one  of  the  masters  of  the  court,  upon  the  bill 
and  answer. 

Gilchrvft  and  Bradley ^  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of 
the  motion. 

/.  W,  Scuddcr  and  Zahriskic,  for  the  com}).ainants,  contra. 

The  Master.  The  bill  in  each  of  these  cases,  sets  forth 
that  the  complainants  have  construct<jd,  under  a  certain 
right  antl  title  therein  stated,  a  basin  in  the  waters  of  Com- 
inunipaw  bay  and  Hudson  river,  by  sinking  crib-work  tilled 
with  stones,  and  that  the  cril)-work  forming  the  southerly 
side  of  said  basin,  was  extended  westwardly  outside  of  said 
hasin,  about  134  feet ;  and  that  in  May  last,  in  order  to 
construct  a  dock  or  pier  there,  to  accommodate  the  business 
of  their  cnnal,  they  extended  said  crib-work  about  250  feet 
further  westwardly,  making  in  all  about  384  feet  of  crib- 
Work  from  the  southwesterly  irorner  of  the  basin.  The  bill 
charges  that  the  defendants  were  engaged  in  taking  up  and 
<lestroying  said  crib-work,  and  threatened  to  destroy  the 
Ifciwin,  and  that  thereby  an  irrepi\rable  injury  will  be  done  to 
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the  complainants.     The  bill  prayed  for  an  injunction  to  stay 
the  proeee<ling8  of  the  defendants,  which  was  granted. 

The  defendants  have  answered  the  bill,  setting  forth  that 
they  own  valuable  lands  and  real  estate  in  Jersey  City,  and 
upon  the  shoros  of  Communipaw  bay,  and  that  they  are  en- 
titled to  tlie  rights  of  adjacency,  the  rights  of  riparian  own- 
ers, and  the  rights  of  navigating  the  waters  of  said  bay  and 
Hudson  river;  and  that  their  business  which  is  carried  on 
upon  said  lands,  and  is  large  and  valuable,  makes  it  neces- 
sary for  them  to  pass  frequently  with  vessels  across  said 
waters,  to  and  from  New  York.  They  deny  the  right  of  the 
complainants  to  construct  said  basin  and  crib- work,  and 
allege  that  they  are  public  nuisances,  and  also  that  they 
work  osp(.*cial  injury  to  their  business.  They  admit  that 
they  were  i-ngaged  in  taking  up  said  crib-work,  and  insist 
that  they  had  a  right  to  do  so,  but  deny  that  they  did  any 
injury  to  the  basin.  The  defend  nts  now  move  to  dissolve 
the  injunction. 

The  basin  and  the  crib-work,  extending  westwardly  from 
its  southwcsi('rly  corner,  were  constructed,  and  are  claimed 
by  the  complainants,  upon  one  and  the  same  claim  of  right 
and  title.     1  have  already  considered  this  claim,  so  iar  as 
relates  to  the  basin,  in  the  opinion  just  read  in  the  case  of 
these  sam(*  complainants  against  the  Central  Railroad  Com- 
pany of  New  Jersey  and  others.*    I  now  refer  to  that  opinion        .^n 
lor  the  sake  of  convenience,  and  adopt  it  here,  so  far  as  it     ^j^  \ 
is  applicable  to  this  case.     Upon  the  reasons  there  stated,  1    JL  ] 
am  of  oi»inion   that  the  complainants  have  not  shown  such -t^ -I 
title  to  the  said  crib-work,  as  entitles  them  to  an  injunctioiM:  jr  oi 
to  protect  them  in  the  enjoyment  thereof.    Upon  this  ground  JEj>  d 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  injunction  issued  in  each  of  thes*  r==3 -s^ 
cases,  should  be  dissolved  with  costs,  and  I  do  lespectfull;  £  ^Jv 
advise  the  Chancellor  to  make  an  order  accordingly. 

Ante  p.  419. 
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Simon  Walter  and  others  vs.  William  Lind  and  others. 

A  agreed  to  conyey  to  B  a  tract  of  land  for  $500.  B  applied  to  C  for  a 
loan  of  that  amount.  C  agreed  to  loan  B  $550  upon  his  giving  a  mort- 
gage upon  the  said  tract  for  $850,  with  interest  at  seven  per  cent.  Upon 
agreement  between  the  parties,  A  executed  a  deed  to  B  for  the  land  for 
the  nominal  consideration  of  $850;  B  giving  A  a  bond  and  mortgage  for 
that  amount.  A  assigned  the  mortgage  to  C  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement 
for  $550 ;  $50  in  cash  to  be  paid  to  B.  Of  this  amount  nothing  was  actually 
paid  to  B.  Upon  a  bill  to  foreclose,  filed  by  C,  to  recover  the  nominal 
consideration  of  $850,     Hdd-^ 

1.  The  transaction,  though  in  form  a  sale  and  mortgage  for  $850,  in 
reality  was  a  sale  and  mortgage  for  $500. 

2.  The  mortgage  was  not  usurious.  It  was  made  for  a  legitimate  pur- 
pose, though  for  a  larger  amount  than  was  really  due.  There  being  no 
usury  in  the  inception  of  the  contract,  no  subsequent  transaction  can  render 
it  usurious. 

3.  The  complainants  are  entitled  to  the  $500,  actually  advanced  by  them 
to  the  mortgagee.  The  contract  by  which  they  claim  $350  beyond  that 
amount  was  usurious,  and  cannot  be  enforced.  Under  such  circumstances^ 
the  mortgage  will  be  deemed  a  security  for  the  amount  actually  advanced. 


/.  Whitehead^  for  the  complainants. 

I.  Usury,  in  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  Lind  and  wife, 
is  not  pleaded  according  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 

Usury  must  be  pleaded  in  accordance  with  the  facts,  and 
the  proof  must  support  the  plea.  Smith  v.  Bfiishf  8  Johns, 
R,  84;  Tate  v.  Wettings,  3  T.  R.  531,  Lord  Kenyon's  opinion, 
page  538;  Lawrence  v.  Knies,  10  Johns.  R,  140;  Fulton 
Bank  v.  Beach,  1  Faige  429 ;  Rowe  v.  FhiUips,  2  Sandf.  Ch. 
R.  14 ;  Hetfield  v.  Newton,  3  Ibid.  564 ;  Vroom  v.  Ditvias, 
4  Faige  526 ;  8  Faige  452. 

II.  A  security  uncontaminated  with  usury  at  its  inception, 
is  not  affected  by  any  subsequent  usurious  transaction.  Giay 
V.  Fowler,  1  H.  Black.  463 ;  Follard  v.  Scholy,  Croke  EUz. 
20;  Rex  v.  Attm,  1  Mod.  69;  BaUard  v.  Oddey,  2  Mod. 
307 ;  Rex  v.  SeweU,  7  Mod.  119 ;  Brown  v.  Fulsbye,  4  Leon. 
43 ;  Body  v.  Tassell,  3  Leon.  205 ;  Ficssel  v.  Brooks,  li  C'a/  r. 
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^  P.  318 ;  PearsaU  v.  Kingsland,  3  Edw.  Ch.  R.  l96 ;  Butik 
V.  Livingston^  2  Caines  Cases  in  Error  66 ;  Ferral  v.  ShaeHf 
1  Saund,  295,  no^  1 ;  /Stoan  v.  Sommers,  3  Gre&n's  It.  610; 
Donnington  v.  Meeker,  3  Stockt,  362. 

III.  A  sale  of  a  promissory  note  or  bond,  although  for  an 
amount  which,  if  calculated  with  reference  to  interest  on  the 
principal,  would  amount  to  usury,  does  not  vitiate  the  secu- 
rity. Donnington  v.  Meeker,  3  Stockt.  362 ;  Munn  v.  Cbm- 
mission  Co.,  15  Johns.  JR.  44. 

IV.  The  transaction  which  gives  rise  to  the  controversy  in 
this  cause,  amounts  to  nothing  more  nor  less  than  a  mere 
change  of  one  security  for  another. 

The  deed  frotn  Lind  to  Swift  was  but  a  mere  mortgage, 
and  it  was  exchanged  for  a  bond  and  mortgage. 

Lind  was  the  agent  of  Swift,  employed  to  sell  that  bond 
and  mortgage.     It  was,  therefore,  Swift  s  act. 

It  makes  no  diflFerence  to  Lind  whether  Swift  still  held  the 
deed,  or  bond  and  mortgage.  He  would  be  equally  bound  to 
pay  $850  in  either  case. 

Lind  owed  Swift  $850,  and  was  bound  to  pay  it.  Swift 
ansigncd  his  claim  to  the  complainants ;  sold  it  for  less  than 
was  due  on  it  j  but  that  matters  not  to  Lind. 

There  was  no  attempt  at  evading  the  usury  law.  The  sale 
was  not  made  for  that  purpose. 

The  value  of  the  land  is  said  to  be  less  than  the  face  of 
the  bond  and  mortgage^     That  was  an  additional  inducemen 
to  Swift  to  sell. 

V.  What  is  the  relief  of  the  complainants?  Clearly 
decree  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  bond  and  mortgaf 
Because — 

1.  The  entire  estate  of  Swift  passed  by  his  transfer; 
that  entire  estate  was  the  whole  amount  of  the  money 
principal  and  interest.  If  Swift  were  suing,  there  wou 
no  question  as  to  his  right  to  recover.  The  complai 
stand  in  his  shoes,  and  are  entitled  to  his  rights. 

2.  This  course  can  work  no  damage  to  Lind  or  hi 
^Ijev  owed  Swift  $850,  and  have  never  paid  it.     Th 
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it  Still,  and  ought  in  equity  to  pay  it.  It  can  work  no  dam- 
age to  Pierson.  He  received  his  mortgage  with  notice  of 
the  mortgage  of  the  complainants.  Their  mortgage  was  on 
record.  The  property  was  subject  to  that  lien  at  the  time 
Be  took  his  security,  and  that  lien  was  for  a  just  debt  and  a 
legal  one. 

In  the  case  of  Donningion  v.  Meeker ^  no  deduction  was 
made.  None  should  be  made  here.  The  defendants  have 
paid  nothing  upon  the  mortgage;  no  reduction  has  been 
fliade  by  them  of  the  original  debt,  and  no  hard  or  uncon- 
scionable bargain  driven  with  them. 

E,  SchieffneVj  for  the  defendants,  Lind  and  wife. 

1.  On  the  sale  of  real  estate  covered  by  one  or  more  mort- 
gages, to  the  mortgagee,  the  mortgage  or  mortgages  merge 
in  the  new  deed  of  conveyance,  and  become  null  and  void. 
The  former  mortgagee  and  new  owner  can,  at  a  resale  of  the 
real  estate  in  question  to  the  former  mortgagor  and  later  con- 
veyor, demand  such  a  price  as  he  thinks  a  fair  equivalent  for 
the  real  estate  he  is  about  to  reconvey. 

2.  A  sale  by  the  former  mortgagee  and  later  owner  of  real 
estate,  to  a  second  wife  of  the  former  mortgagor  and  con- 
"^^yor,  which  wife  never  had  any  interest  in  said  real  estate, 
^^ncludes,  if  made  with  the  knowledge  and  privity  of  other 
Persons,  as  for  instance  the  assignee  of  a  bond  and  mortgage 
^^overing  the  real  estate  in  question,  any  objection  on  their 
l^art  that  the  conveyance  to  the  former  mortgagee  was  not  a 
^onafide  transaction,  and  that  the  said  mortgagee  never  wius 
^bonajide  owner  of  the  said  real  estate. 

3.  All  notes,  bills,  bonds,  mortgages,  &c.,  made  in  the 
^^unty  of  Essex,  for  the  payment  or  delivery  of  any  money 
ioaned,  on  which  a  higher  interest  is  reserved  or  taken  than 
^even  per  cent.,  are  utterly  void.  Nix.  Dig,  401,  §  1,  2 ; 
^bid.  402,  §  8. 

4.  Whatever  form,  shape,  or  disguise,  a  contract  for  the 
ioan  of  money  assumes,  when  the  capital  is  returned,  a  profit 
^nade,  or  loss  imposed,  upon  the  necessities  of  the  borrower 


448  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

Walter  et  al.  v.  Lind  et  al. 

over  the  legal  rate  of  interest,  will  constitute  usury.  And 
that  usury  may  be  committed  by  agreeing  to  take  the  legal 
interest  on  a  larger  sum  than  that  really  loaned.  JEZy  v. 
McClunffy  4  Porter  {Ala.)  128 ;  DowdcUl  v.  Lenox,  2  Edw. 
CL  E,  267 ;  Flood  v.  Shamburgh,  3  Cond.  La.  R.  180. 

5.  The  position  of  the  defendant,  Lind,  when  he  negoti- 
ated the  sale  of  the  new  mortgage,  not  yet  drawn  or  exe- 
cuted, was  like  that  of  the  maker  of  an  accommodation  note, 
which  has  been  endorsed  by  somebody  else,  and  on  which  the 
maker  of  the  note  and  real  borrower  wishes  to  raise  a  loan 
by  selling  the  same  at  a  large  discount.  Such  a  transaction 
is  within  the  statute  against  usury.  Holeman  v.  Sobson,  8 
Humph.  (Term,)  127;  3  Johns.  Ch.  R.  395. 

Titaworth,  for  the  defendant,  Pierson. 

The  Chancellor.     The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage given  by  Lind  and  wife  to  Abiel  W.  Swift,  dated  June 
3d,  1861,  for  $850,  payable  in  two  years,  with  interest  at  seven 
per  cent.,  payable  semi-annually.     The  defence  is  that  the 
mortgage  was  given  for  a  usurious  loan.     The  answer  alleges 
that  on  the  4th  of  February,  1861,  about  four  months  before 
the  date  of  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagor  purchased  the  pre- 
mises of  Swift  for  $500.    That,  having  applied  to  the  com- 
j)lainants  for  a  loan  of  that  amount,  they  agreed  to  lend  him 
$550  upon  his  giving  them  a  mortgage  for  $850,  with  interest 
at  seven  per  cent.,  to  which  the  mortgagor  agreed.    That- 
thereupon,  and  about  the  28th  of  May,  1861,  it  was  agreed. — 
between  the  parties,  that  Swift  should  execute  a  deed  for  the== 
land,  expressing  the  consideration  to  be  $850,  that  Lind  and^B 
wife  should  give  him  a  bond  and  mortgage  for  that  amount-=-s 
which  should  be  assigned  by  him  to  the  complainants  for^^ 
$550,  and  of  that  sum  fifty  dollars  in  cash  should  be  paid  tcrr 
the  mortgagor.     That  in  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  ov:::^ 
the  third  of  June,  a  deed  was  executed  by  Swift  and  wife 
the  wife  of  Lind,  and  thereupon  the  bond  and  mortgage  fo 
$850  were  executed  and  delivered  to  Swift,  and  by  him  j 
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signed  to  the  complainants,  and  that  of  the  $50  agreed  to  be 
paid  to  the  mortgagor,  he  received  but  $25,  the  balance  hav- 
ing been  retained,  as  they  allege,  for  fees  and  costs.  That 
this  sum  of  $25  was  paid  to  the  mortgagor  about  the  23d  of 
August,  at  which  time  Swift  received  $500,  the  price  of  the 
lot.  The  answer  alleges  that  the  making  and  delivery  of  the 
bond,  mortgage,  and  assignment,  were  all  usurious,  and  that 
the  consideration  moneys  mentioned  therein  were  not  actually 
paid,  but  were  so  stated  and  set  forth  to  conceal  a  fraudulent 
and  usurious  transaction.  The  answer  further  insists  that 
the  bond  and  mortgage  are  usurious,  because  they  were  made 
and  dated  several  months  before  the  payment  of  the  money 
loaned  to  the  mortgagor. 

The  undisputed  facts  of  the  case  are,  that  on  the  22nd  of 
May,  1857,  William  Lind,  the  mortgagor,  being  the  owner 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  being  largely  indebted,  by 
mortgage  and  otherwise,  to  Abiel  W.  Swift,  conveyed  the 
premises  in  fee,  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  to  Swift,  his 
creditor,  in  payment  of  his  debt.  The  entire  indebtedness 
was  $1250,  of  which  sura  $850  had  been  secured  by  mort- 
gage upon  the  premises.  The  deed  was  not  given  by  way  of 
mortgage,  or  as  collateral  security.  The  testimony  of  Mr. 
Swift  is  very  express  upon  this  point.  In  answer  to  the 
question  whether  he  considered  the  deed  made  to  him  by 
Ijind  anything  more  than  a  security  for  the  debt,  he  an- 
Bwered :  **  I  considered  it  a  bona  fide  sale.  I  don't  consider 
he  owed  me  anything  after  he  made  me  the  deed." 

Lind,  in  fact,  had  been  many  years  in  the  employ  of  Swift, 
nnd  had  become  his  debtor  for  advances  made  from  time  to 
"time,  to  an  amount  beyond  the  value  of  his  property.  Swift 
tad  been  an  indulgent  creditor,  and  permitted  Lind,  after 
Ihe  conveyance  in  payment  of  the  debt,  to  remain  upon  the 
premises.  Such  being  the  relation  of  the  parties,  Lind  still 
\)eing  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  and  the  fee  of  the  land 
Temaining  in  Swift,  in  the  year  1861,  shortly  before  the  date 
of  this  mortgage,  Swiit  agreed  to  convey  the  land  to  the  wile 
of  Lind  in  fee,  if  he  would  pay  him  $500.     To  carry  out 
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that  bargain  this  mortgage  was  made.  Lind,  by  his  answer, 
states  that  he  applied  to  these  complainants  for  a  loan  of 
$500,  that  they  agreed  to  loan,  and  did  loan  him  that  amount 
of  money,  and  took  the  mortgage  in  its  present  shape  as  a 
mere  contrivance  to  cover  up  the  usury.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  complainants  advanced  upon  the  mortgage  but  $550,  and 
lor  that  sum  advanced,  they  hold  the  defendant  s  bond  and 
mortgage  for  $850,  payable  in  two  years,  with  interest  at 
seven  per  cent.;  an  operation  by  which  they  realize  in  two 
yeai-s  upon  $550,  a  bonus  of  $342,  over  and  above  the  legal 
rate  of  interest. 

But  it  is  urged  that  this  was  not  a  loan  of  the  money  from 
the  complainants  to  the  mortgagor,  but  a  sale  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  that  the  detendants  had  a  right  to  purchase  at  any 
rate  of  discount,  without  being  chargeable  with  usury.  This 
appears  to  me  a  total  misapprehension  of  the  true  character 
of  the  transaction.  When  the  negotiation  for  this  loan  was 
entered  upon,  Lind  was  not  the  debtor  of  Swift.  Swift  was 
the  owner  of  the  land  which  had  been  conveyed  to  him  by 
Lind  in  payment  of  the  debt.  He  had  agreed  to  reconvey 
the  land  to  Lind,  or,  at  Lind's  request,  to  Lind's  wife,  for  the 
sum  of  $500.  For  that  amount  Lind  was  desirous  to  efiect 
a  loan.  But  he  had  no  security  to  offer  till  he  could  get  the 
title.  An  arrangement  is  therefore  made,  by  which  Swift 
conveys  the  land  in  fee  to  Lind's  wife  for  the  nominal  con- 
sideration of  $850,  and  Lind,  in  return,  gave  Swift  a  bond 
and  mortgage  upon  the  premises  for  that  amount,  with  the 
understanding  that  if  the  mortgagee  received  $500,  his  claim 
lor  the  land  was  paid  in  full. 

These  papers  were  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  counsel  or 
agent  of  all  the  parties,  to  raise  the  money  and  carry  the 
arrangement  into  efl'ect.  As  between  the  mortgagee  and 
mortgagor,  there  is  no  pretence  of  usury.  The  mortgagee 
testifies  expressly  that  he  agreed  to  convey  the  land  for  ^IKJ. 
That  was  all  that  was  due  him,  but  the  mortgage  was  taken 
above  the  sum  of  $500  for  Lind  s  benefit,  to  enable  him  to 
rii.->e  the  money  upuu  it.     Ail   that  was  rjalizcd   upon  the 
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mortgage  above  that  amount  belonged  to  Lind,  not  to  Swift. 
Swift  8  interest  in  the  mortgage  was  limited  to  $500.  That 
was  all  he  claimed,  and  all  he  received.  If  the  mortgage  had 
been  sold  for  its  nominal  value,  $850,  three  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  of  that  amount  would  in  equity  have  belonged 
to  Lind,  and  he  might  have  compelled  the  repayment  of  the 
money.  To  the  extent  of  Swift's  interest,  the  sale  was  ne- 
gotiated and  made  for  his  benefit,  but  beyond  that  amount  it 
was  in  reality  negotiated  and  made  for  Lind's  own  benefit. 
The  loan  was,  in  fact,  as  the  whole  transaction  shows,  nego- 
tiated by  him,  and  in  reality  for  his  benefit.  That  this  was  so 
understood,  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  when  the  loan  for  $550 
was  effected,  $500  was  sent  to  the  mortgagee,  and  the  other 
$50  appropriated  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor.  How, 
then,  can  this  be  denominated  a  sale  by  the  mortgagee  of  the 
mortgage  ?  Is  it  not  obvious  that  it  was  in  reality  an  effort 
by  the  mortgagor  to  raise  a  loan  upon  his  own  mortgage, 
given  to  a  third  party,  for  an  amount  beyond  the  sum  really 
due? 

The  papers  themselves  demonstrate  that  this  must  of  ne- 
cessity have  been  the  real  character  of  the  transaction.  The 
deed  from  Swift,  the  bond  and  mortgage  from  Lind  and  wife 
to  Switt,  and  the  assignment  from  Swift  to  the  complainants, 
are  all  dated  on  the  3d,  and  acknowledged  on  the  4th  of 
June,  1861.  They  are  all  drawn  by  the  same  scrivener, 
attested  by  the  same  witness,  and  acknowledged  before  the 
fame  master.  They  are  obviously  parts  of  one  and  the  same 
transaction.  The  negotiation  for  the  loan  must  have  been 
eatered  upon  and  completed  when  there  was  no  mortgage  in 
existence,  and  when  the  fee  of  the  land  was  in  the  mortgagee. 
These  facts  demonstrate  the  truth  of  the  mortgagee's  evi- 
dence, that  he  was  to  receive  $500  for  the  land,  and  that  the 
mortgage  was  made  to  be  assigned  for  that  amount.  Beyond 
that  sum  the  interest  was  in  the  mortgagor.  As  between 
the  complainants  and  the  mortgagor,  the  transaction  was 
simply  this :  they  loaned  him  $550,  and  took  his  mortgage 
for  $850 ;  and  of  the  $50  loaned,  they  took  $25  to  pay  the  ex- 
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penses  of  preparing  the  papers  and  insuring  the  property, 
and  appropriated  the  remaining  $25  to  pay  a  debt  alleged  to 
be  due  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  brother  of  one  of  the 
mortgagees,  who  aided  the  mortgagor  in  negotiating  the  loan. 
The  witness,  indeed,  testifies  that  the  mortgagor  promised 
him  the  whole  $50  as  a  compensation  for  raising  the  money. 
A  clearer  case  of  usury  it  is  difficult  to  imagine.  To  permit 
such  a  contract,  established  by  clear  testimony,  to  be  enforced 
in  a  court  of  equity,  would  be  a  reproach  to  the  administra- 
tion of  justice. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  which  can  alter  the  essen- 
tial character  of  the  transaction.  It  is  unnecessary,  therefore, 
to  discuss  the  credibility,  or  the  competency  of  the  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  complainants. 

The  complainants*  counsel  insists  that  the  mortgagor  has 
no  ground  of  complaint,  as  he  is  in  no  wise  injured  by  the 
transaction.     That  he  gave  a  mortgage  for  $850.     That  he 
was  indebted  in  that  amount  to  Swift.     That  the  mortgagee 
could  have  recovered  the  amount  due  on  the  face  of  the 
mortgage,  and  that  the  assignees  are  entitled  to  stand  in  his 
shoes.     That  the  assignees  are  entitled  to  stand  in  the  shoes 
of  the  mortgagee  is  true,  but  the  whole  fallacy  of  the  argu- 
ment consists  in  the  assumption  that  the  mortgagee  was  en- 
titled to  recover  the  face  of  the  mortgage.    Swift  was  entitlecl 
to  $500,  and  it  is  clear  that  the  assignees  can  recover  no 
more.     The  apparent  contradiction  in  the  testimony  .of  the 
witnesses  on  this  point,  is  attributable  mainly  to  the  fact  that 
they  speak  sometimes  of  the  form,  and  sometimes  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  transaction.     In  form,  it  was  a  sale  and  mort- 
gage for  $850.     In  reality,  it  was  a  sale  and  mortgage  for 
$500.     The  apparent  conflict  in  the  testimony  on  this  point, 
is  rendered  totally  immaterial  by  the  admitted  facts  that  the 
mortgagee  claimed  and  received  but  $500  upon  the  mortgage. 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  mortgage  itself  is  usurious.  This 
is  a  mistake ;  but  I  do  not  think  the  error  is  fatal.  The 
mode  in  which  the  usury  was  taken  is  intelligibly  stated,  and 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  evidence. 
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The  mortgage,  however,  was  clearly  not  usurious.  It  was 
made  for  a  legitimate  purpose,  though  for  a  larger  amount 
than  was  really  due.  There  being  no  usury  in  its  inception, 
no  subsequent  transaction  can  render  it  usurious.  Sloan  v. 
Sommers,  2  Greenes  R.  510 ;  Donnington  v.  Meeker,  3  Stockt. 
362. 

There  was  due  upon  it  from  the  mortgagor  $500,  which 
was  paid  by  the  complainants  to  the  mortgagee,  and  which 
in  equity  they  are  entitled  to  receive.  The  contract  by  which 
they  claim  to  recover  $350  beyond  that  amount,  was  usurious 
and  cannot  be  enforced.  Under  such  circumstances,  the 
mortgage  will  be  deemed  a  security  for  the  amount  actually 
advanced.  Eagleson  v.  ShotweU,  1  Johns,  Ch.  E,  536. 
A  decree  will  be  made  accordingly. 


The  Rector,  Church  Wardens,  and  Vestrymen  of  the 
Swedish  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in  the  town 
OF  Swedesborough,  near  Raccoon  Creek,  vs,  Charles 
P.  Shivers. 

1.  Where  there  is  uncertainty  as  to  the  extent  of  the  responsibility  of  a 
party  from  whom  rent  is  sought  to  be  recovered,  a  court  of  equity  will 
maintain  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  for  its  recovery. 

2.  A  bill  is  not  demurrable  for  want  of  proper  parties,  when  all  the 
persons  whose  rignts  are  to  be  affected  by  the  decree  are  joined. 

3.  A  change  in  the  ecclesiastical  relation  of  a  church  for  whose  benefit 
property  is  held  in  trust,  does  not  necessarily  involve  any  perversion  of 
the  trust,  or  diversion  of  the  fund  from  its  legitimate  purpose. 

4.  An  objection  to  a  suit  that  the  amount  involved  is  too  trivial  to  justify 
the  court  in  taking  cognizance  of  it,  may  be  taken  advantage  of  by  special 
motion  to  dismiss  the  bill,  or  the  court  may  of  its  own  motion  at  the  hear- 
ing, order  the  bill  to  be  dismissed. 

5.  If  a  suit  have  no  other  object  than  the  mere  recovery  of  a  sum  of 
^1.75,  the  bill  will  be  dismissed ;  but  if  it  seeks  to  establish  a  right  of  a 
permanent  and  valuable  nature,  it  falls  within  the  recognized  exceptions 
to  the  general  principle,  and  the  court  will  maintain  jurisdiction. 
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Kingman,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
The  bill  is  defective  on  three  grounds, 

1.  Want  of  necessary  parties. 

2.  Want  of  certainty. 

3.  The  complainants  have  full  and  complete  remedy  at  law. 
The  bill  is  not  only  defective  for  want  of  necessary  parties, 

but  it  contains  irrelevant  and  impertinent  matter.  It  sets 
out  a  great  many  different  conveyances  to  different  parties. 

The  complainants  do  not  claim  any  certain  amount.  They 
show  that  the  lot  in  question  has  been  subdivided,  and  that 
it  is  held  in  three  shares,  without  showing  how  much  is  due 
upon  the  share  held  by  the  defendant. 

The  bill  shows  that  the  complainants  have  a  right  to  re- 
cover at  law.  The  charter  gives  a  right  of  distress.  An 
action  on  the  case  would  lie.  They  may  recover  injustices' 
court. 

Carpenter,  for  the  complainants,  contra. 

The  question  involves  large  interests  and  a  great  amount 
of  property.  The  whole  town  of  Swedesborough  is  held 
under  ground  rents. 

The  Swedish  church  have  affiliated  with  Episcopal  church. 
It  is  now  known  as  Trinity  Church  of  Swedesborough.  Under 
that  name  it  has  collected  mortgages.  The  bill  states  the 
continuance  of  the  corporation  to  this  date. 

There  is  no  want  of  parties.  The  bill  seeks  to  recover 
only  the  rent  charged  upon  the  land  owned  by  the  defendant. 
The  part  held  by  him  is  precisely  described. 

As  to  want  of  certainty.  The  complainants  cannot  state 
the  precise  sum.  They  call  for  an  account  to  ascertain  what 
that  sum  is.  It  is  the  uncertainty  that  sends  them  here.  They 
come  here  on  that  very  ground.  1  Story's  Eq,  Jur,,  §  684; 
Benson  v.  Baldwyn,  1  Atk,  598 ;  Livingstons  Exrs  v.  Liv- 
ingston, 4  Johns.  Ch,  B.  287,  290. 

As  to  remedy  at  law.  The  complainants  connot  sue  in  an 
action  at  law.  No  action  for  use  and  occupation  would  lie 
against  the  defendant.    The  fee  is  in  him. 
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Ih  an  action  at  law,  the  complainants  would  be  compelled 
to  show  the  share  that  Shivers  would  be  obliged  to  pay. 

The  complainants  do  not  ask  any  precise  sum.  They  ask 
Shivers  to  admit  what  is  triie,  and  to  permit  them  to  prove 
other  facts  to  establish,  as  far  as  may  be,  their  rights. 

If  the  Swedish  church  has  merged  in,  or  affiliated  with  the 
Episcopal  church,  and  if  the  trust  is  diverted,  this  defendant 
cannot  set  it  up. 

The  Chancellor.  The  complainants,  by  their  bill,  set 
forth  that  on  or  about  the  twenty-fifth  of  October,  A.  D.  1765, 
they  were  incorporated  by  letters  patent  under  the  seal  of 
the  then  province  of  New  Jersey,  in  the  name  and  under  the 
authority  of  the  King  of  Great  Britain,  and  that  they  have 
continued  a  body  corporate,  and  have  acted  and  been  recog- 
nized as  such,  to  the  present  time.  That  by  their  charter  of 
incorporation  they  were,  among  other  things,  invested  with 
power  to  take,  hold,  and  enjoy  all  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments, corporeal  and  incorporeal,  given,  granted,  or  de- 
vised for  the  use  of  the  said  church  or  parsonage  of  the  town  of 
Swedesborough,  and  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  same  in  fee  or 
for  life,  under  certain  yearly  rents.  And  that  being  seized 
and  possessed  in  fee  of  certain  lands  in  the  town  of  Swedes- 
borough,  which  had  been  granted  to  the  said  church  and 
corporation,  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  minister 
thereof,  on  or  about  the  twenty-fifth  of  March,  A.  d.  1768, 
they  sold  and  conveyed  in  fee  to  divers  persons,  certain  par- 
cels of  the  said  lands,  in  consideration  of  certain  yearly  rents 
reserved  to  the  said  corporation,  in  and  by  the  said  deeds  to 
be  held  in  fee,  subject  to  the  payment  by  the  grantees,  their 
heirs  or  assigns,  of  the  annual  rent  in  the  said  deed  specified. 

That,  on  or  about  the  twenty-fifth  of  April,  1791,  the  said 
corporation,  by  deed,  sold  and  conveyed  to  Samuel  Ogden,  in 
fee,  a  lot  of  one  acre,  in  consideration  of  the  yearly  rent  of 
twenty-five  shillings,  reserved  to  be  paid  to  said  corporation 
for  ever.  That  the  said  lot  has  been  divided  and  subdivided  by 
conveyances  from  those  holding  under  said  Ogden.     That 
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on  the  fifteenth  of  March,  1848,  a  part  of  said  lot,  described 
by  metes  and  bounds,  was  conveyed  by  Turner  Riadon  and 
wife  to  the  defendant,  subject  to  an  annuity  or  ground  rent, 
payable  to  the  rector  and  church  wardens  of  Swedesborough 
church  (meaning  the  complainants),  and  that  it  was  sub- 
ject to  a  proportionate  part  of  the  ground  rent  reserved  in 
the  conveyance  to  Ogden. 

That  on  the  third  of  February,  1853,  Shivers  conveyed 
part  of  said  lot,  in  fee,  to  one  Malachi  C.  Horner,  by  metes  and 
bounds,  subject  to  an  annuity  or  ground  rent,  payable  on  the 
twenty-fifth  day  of  March,  in  each  year,  to  the  rector,  church 
wardens,  and  vestrymen  of  the  present  Episcopal  church  at 
Swedesborough  (meaning  thereby  to  describe  the  aforesaid 
corporation).  That  the  liability  of  the  said  land  for  the 
ground  rent  reserved,  was  acknowledged  in  the  deeds  and 
paid  by  the  owners  of  the  lots,  respectively,  into  which  the 
same  became  subdivided,  from  the  time  of  the  original  grant 
till  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  rent  was  paid  by  him  until  the  year  1858.  But  that 
since  that  time  he  has  refused  to  pay  any  part  thereof,  and  de- 
clares his  intention  to  test  the  right  of  the  complainants  to  re 

cover  the  same.  And  that  from  inability  to  produce  the  deed£=^ 
under  which  the  defendant  claims,  and  for  want  of  certaint^^ 
as  to  the  proportion  of  ground  rent  properly  chargeable  o-mrM. 
the  lot  held  by  the  defendant,  the  complainants  are  unabL  ^ 
to  proceed  at  law. 

The  bill  prays  that  the  defendant  may  disclose  and  sefc 
forth  the  title  to  the  lot  conveyed  to  him,  and  under  whicii. 
he  holds  the  same,  and  may  admit  the  rent ;  and  that  tb^ 
true  apportionment  of  the  annual  rent  chargeable  upon  ti^ 
defendant's  land  may  be  ascertained  and  settled,  and  that  an 
account  may  be  taken  of  the  rent  in  arrear,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant may  be  decreed  to  pay  the  same. 

To  this  bill  there  is  a  general  demurrer,  for  want  of  equity. 

1.  It  is  urged  that  the  bill  cannot  be  sustained  because 
the  complainants  have  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law. 
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But  inasmuch  as  the  defendaDts  have  a  fee  in  the  land, 
and  a  recovery  must  be  had  upon  the  deed,  the  complainants 
cannot  safely  proceed  at  law,  until  the  sum  for  which  the 
defendant's  land  is  liable,  is  ascertained.  This  object  the 
complainants'  bill  seeks  to  accomplish.  Where  there  is  un- 
certainty as  to  the  extent  of  the  responsibility  of  the  party 
from  whom  the  rent  is  sought  to  be  recovered,  courts  of 
equity  will  maintain  jurisdictiob.  1  Story's  JEq,  Jur,,  §  684; 
Livingston  8  ExWs  v.  Livingston,  4  Johns.  Ch,  R,  287. 

2.  There  is  no  want  of  proper  parties.  The  bill  seeks  to 
recover  only  the  rent  charged  upon  the  laud  owned  by  the 
defendant.  That  is  defined  by  strict  metes  and  bounds.  The 
right  of  no  other  laud  owner  can  be  aflfected  by  the  decree. 
The  bill  does  not  ask  an  apportionment  of  the  rent  among  the 
different  owners,  nor  seek  to  settle  any  question  of  boundary 
or  conflicting  right. 

3.  A  change  in  the  ecclesiastical  relation  of  the  church, 
for  whose  benefit  the  property  is  held  by  the  complainants, 
does  not  necessarily  involve  any  perversion  of  the  trust,  or 
diversion  of  the  fund  from  its  legitimate  purpose.     There  is 
nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  to  warrant  the  inference 
that  the  fund  is  not  applied  in  strict  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  trust.     If  the  fact  were  otherwise,  it  could  con- 
stitute no  defence  in  this  suit.     The  bill  alleges  that  the 
complainants  are  the  same  corporation  with  that  by  whom 
the  land  was  originally  granted,  and  in  whose  favor  the  rent 
'Was  reserved.     They  are  the  trustees  of  the  fund,  and  are 
Siuthorized  to  enforce  its  collection.     Its  due  appropriation  is 
a  DQatter  which  concerns  the  cestui  que  trusts  alone,  and  can- 
not be  inquired  into  in  this  action. 

4.  The  objection  that  the  value  of  the  suit  is  too  trivial  to 
justify  the  court  in  taking  cognizance  of  it,  though  not  spe- 
cially assigned  as  a  ground  of  demurrer,  may  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  special  motion  to  dismiss  the  bill,  or  the  court 
may,  of  its  own  motion  at  the  hearing,  order  the  bill  to  be 
dismissed  upon  this  ground.  Moselys  E.  47,  356 ;  Brace  v. 
Taylor,  2  Atk.  253 ;  Coop^'s  JSq.  PL  166. 

Vol.  I.  2  Q 


458  CASES  m  CHANCER"?, 


L 


Crowell  V,  Botsford. 


By  Lord  Bacon's  ordinances  (Rule  15),  all  suits  under  the 
value  of  ten  pounds  are  regularly  to  be  dismissed.  Beanies' 
Orders  in  Chan.  10. 

These  rules  bear  the  character  of  original  constitutional 
ordinances  for  the  government  of  the  practice  of  the  court. 
Moore  v.  Lyttle,  4  Johns.  Ch.  R.  184. 

The  rule  in  question  is  founded  in  reason  and  policy.  Its 
design  is  to  prevent  expensive  and  mischievous  litigation, 
which  can  result  in  no  real  benefit  to  the  complainant,  but 
which  may  occasion  delay  and  injury  to  other  suitors.  Courts 
of  equity  sit  to  administer  justice  in  matters  of  substantial 
interest  to  the  parties,  not  to  gratify  their  passions,  or  to 
foster  a  spirit  of  vexatious  litigation.  If  the  suit  had  no 
other  object  than  the  mere  recovery  of  the  amount  which  is 
the  subject  of  controversy,  the  bill  should  be  dismissed.  But 
the  bill  in  this  case  is  not  filed  for  the  mere  recovery  of  the 
amount  now  claimed  to  be  due.  It  seeks  also  to  establish  a 
right  of  a  permanent  and  valuable  nature,  and  falls  therefore 
within  the  recognized  exceptions  to  the  rule.  Beaines  Or- 
ders  10,  note  33  ;  Story's  Eq.  PI,  §  500,  501. 
The  demurrer  is  overruled. 


Louisa  M.  A.  Crowell  vs.  Charles  H.  Botsford. 

1.  The  issuing  of  a  subpoena,  except  in  cases  to  stay  waste,  before  t' 
filing  of  the  bill,  is  irregular,  and  if  promptly  brought  to  the  notice  off 
court,  the  subpcena,  on  motion  for  that  purpose,  will  be  set  aside  as  illegs 
188  ued. 

2.  Where  a  party  seeks  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  of  his  advenar} 
an  irregularity  which  is  merely  technical,  he  must  make  his  applicf 
for  that  purpose  at  the  first  opportunity.     If  a  solicitor,  alter  notice  i 
irregularity,  takes  any  step  in  the  cause,  or  lies  by  and  sufifers  hia  a 
sary  to  proceed  therein  under  a  belief  that  his  proceedings  are  r«giilf 
court  will  not  interfere  to  correct  the  irregularity,  if  it  is  merely  ted 

3.  The  statute  {Nix.  Dig.  97,  {  6.)  is  merely  directory  of  the  mode 
ceeding.    The  time  or  form  in  which  the  thing  is  directed  to  be  < 
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not  essential.    The  proceedings  in  such  cases  are  valid,  though  the  com- 
mand of  the  statute  is  disregarded  or  disobeyed. 

4.  The  issue  of  the  subpoena  before  bill  filed,  is  a  purely  technical  ir- 
regularity, and  is  waived  by  an  appearance. 


The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  to  foreclose  a  chattel  mort- 
gage. The  subpoena  was  issued  before  the  filing  of  the  bill, 
but  no  notice  was  taken  of  the  irregularity,  and  the  cause 
was  allowed  to  proceed  to  final  decree  and  execution.  The 
defendant  now  asks  to  set  aside  all  the  proceedings  in  the 
cause,  on  the  ground  that  the  subpoena  was  issued  and  served 
l^efore  the  bill  was  filed. 

/.  Whitehead,  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

H.  J.  Mills,  for  the  complainant,  contra. 

The  Chancellor.  The  defendant  asks  to  set  aside  the 
c^xecution,  final  decree,  and  all  the  proceedings  in  the  cause, 
on  the  ground  that  the  subpoena  was  issued  and  served  before 
the  bill  was  filed. 

The  statute  provides  that  no  subpoena  or  other  process  for 
appearance,  shall  issue  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  except 
in  cases  to  stay  waste,  until  after  the  bill  shall  have  been 
filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court.     Nix.  Dig.  97,  §  6. 

The  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  complainant  was  clearly 
irregular,  and  had  the  irregularity  been  promptly  brought 
to  the  notice  of  the  court,  the  subpoena,  on  motion  for  that 
purpose,  would  have  been  set  aside  as  illegally  issued.  The 
-  effect  would  have  been  to  compel  the  complainant  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  motion  and  to  sue  out  a  new  subpoena. 

But  no  such  motion  wtis  made.  The  complainant  was 
permitted,  without  objection,  to  proceed  to  final  decree  and  to 
sue  out  execution. 

Where  a  party  seeks  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  of  his 
adversary  for  an  irregularity  which  is  merely  technical,  he 
most  make  his  application  for  that  purpose  at  the  first  oppor- 
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tunity.  If  a  solicitor,  after  notice  of  an  irregularity,  takes 
any  step  in  the  cause^  or  lies  by  and  suflfers  his  adversary  to 
proceed  therein  under  a  belief  that  his  proceedings  are  regu- 
lar, the  court  will  not  interfere  to  correct  the  irregularity,  if 
it  is  merely  technical.  Hart  v.  SmaU,  4  Faige288;  Parker 
V.  Williams,  Ibid,  439. 

It  is  now  insisted  that  the  irregularity  is  not  technical ; 
that  the  statute  is  not  directory  merely,  but  imperative  ;  and 
that  no  valid  decree  can  be  made,  except  there  be  a  strict 
compliance  with  its  requirements. 

The  provision  of  the  statute  is  a  regulation  of  the  practice 
of  the  court,  directing  the  mode  in  which  its  proceedings 
shall  be  conducted.  The  time  or  form  in  which  the  thing  is 
directed  to  be  done  is  not  essential.  The  proceedings  in  such 
cases  are  held  valid,  though  the  command  of  the  statute  is 
disregarded  or  disobeyed.     Sedgwick  cm  Statutes  368. 

That  this  is  the  effect  and  operation  of  the  statute  is  ap- 
parent, not  only  from  the  nature  and  design  of  the  enact- 
ment, but  from  a  reference  to  its  origin  and  the  history  of 
the  practice  under  it. 

^  The  commencement  of  a  suit  in  chancery  was  originally 
by  bill,  before  the  issuing  of  a  subpoena.  The  bill  contained, 
as  it  still  does,  a  prayer  for  subpoena,  which  issued  as  soon  as 
the  bill  was  filed.  Gilbert's  For.  Rom.  64;  3  Bl  Com. 
442-3. 

Yet  in  a  very  early  treatise  upon  the  proceedings  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  it  is  stated  that  "  notwithstanding  the 
practice  before  this  time  hath  been  that  no  subpoena  should 
be  sued  forth  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  without  a  bill  first 
exhibited  ;  yet  of  late,  for  the  ease  of  all  suitors  and  subjects, 
it  hath  been  thought  good  that  every  man  may  have  a  sub- 
poena out  of  the  same  court,  without  a  bill  first  exhibited." 
TothUVs  Proceed.  1. 

And  by  Lord  Clarendon's  orders  in  chancery,  in  1661,  it 
is  directed,  **  that  all  plaintiflfs  may  have  liberty  to  take 
forth  subpoenas  ad  respondendum  before  the  filing  of  their 
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bills,  if  they  please,  notwithstanding  any  late  order  or  usage 
to  the  contrary."    Beames'  Orders  in  Chan,  168. 

This  order  continued  in  force  until  1705,  when  it  was  en- 
acted (by  statute  of  Ann,  ch,  16,  §  22,)  that  "  no  subpoena 
or  any  other  process  for  appearance,  do  issue  out  of  any 
court  of  equity,  till  after  the  bill  is  filed,  except  in  cases  of 
bills  for  injunctions  to  stay  waste,  or  stay  suits  at  law  com- 
menced." The  statute  is  equally  peremptory  in  its  terms 
with  our  own,  yet  it  has  always  been  regarded  as  directory 
only,  and  a  departure  from  its  requirements  a  mere  irregu- 
larity, which  subjected  the  party  to  casts. 

In  Hindes  Ch,  Pr.  76,  it  is  said  that,  notwithstanding 
the  statute,  "  solicitors,  through  ignorance  or  inattention, 
frequently  sue  out  and  serve  this  writ  before  the  bill  be  filed, 
tiiking  care  to  file  the  bill  on  the  return  day,  yet  that  prac- 
tice is  altogether  irregular  (except  in  cases  in  the  statute 
excepted),  and  the  complainant  does  it  at  the  risk  of  costs." 

The  elementary  books  all  treat  the  issuing  of  the  subpopua 
l>efore  the  filing  of  the  bill,  since  the  passage  of  the  statute, 
as  an  irregularity,  which  exposes  the  complainant  to  the 
hazard  of  costs.  1  Newlands  Pr,  62 ;  2  Haddock's  Ch,  Pr. 
197;  1  SmitKa  Ch,  Pr,  110;  1  DanieWa  Ch,  Pr,  592. 

The  same  rule  prevailed  under  the  ancient  practice  of  the 
court,  prior  to  the  adoption  of  Lord  Clarendon's  order,  au- 
thorizing the  subpoena  to  be  issued  before  the  filing  of  the 
bill. 

Cases  are  very  frequent,  during  the  reign  of  Eliziibeth, 
where  costs  are  adjudged  to  the  defendant,  for  want  of  a  bill 
after  the  service  of  a  subpoena.  Canja  R,  98,  103,  105, 
114,  118,  143,  J45,  153,  156. 

Although  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  costs,  yet  by  "pre- 
ferring costs"  he  was  not  relieved  from  appearing  when  the 
bill  was  filed,  and  so  little  was  gained  by  the  proceeding,  that 
the  practice  has  become  obsolete.  It  is  considered  most  ad' 
vantageous  for  the  defendant,  when  he  has  been  improperly 
served  with  a  subpoena  before  filing  the  bill,  to  wait  till  the 
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attachment  has  been  issued  against  him,  and  then  to  move 
to  set  the  process  aside  for  irregularity.  The  effect  of  such  a 
proceeding  is  to  oblige  the  plaintiff  to  sue  out  and  serve  a 
fresh  subpoena.     1  DanieWs  Ch,  Pr.  593. 

This,  in  its  operation,  is  in  accordance  with  the  practice  in 
this  court,  although  no  resort  is  had  with  us  to  the  writ  of 
attachment. 

The  issue  of  the  subpoena  before  bill  filed,  is  an  irregular- 
ity so  purely  technic-al,  that  it  is  waived  by  an  appearance. 
1  DanieWs  Ch,  Pr,  593. 

There  is  another  objection  which  is  equally  decisive  against 
the  motion.  It  appears,  by  the  evidence,  that  the  subpoena 
was  issued  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  in  consequence  of  a 
written  offer  by  the  defendant's  solicitor  to  enter  an  appear- 
ance for  the  defendant.  An  acknowledgment  of  the  legal 
service  of  the  subpoena  was  endorsed  upon  the  writ.  At  the 
time  of  the  endorsement,  the  defendant's  solicitor  knew  that 
the  bill  had  not  been  filed.  The  complainant's  solicitor  was 
justified  in  regarding  the  acts  of  the  defendant's  solicitor,  as 
an  appearance  for  the  defendant,  and  as  a  waiver  of  the 
irregularity  in  the  issue  of  the  writ.     iVu\  Dig,  98,  §  20. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  surprise  or  merits.     The  applica- 
tion rests  solely  on  the  ground  of  illegality  of  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  part  of  the  complainant. 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  and  the  rule  to  show  Ciiuse  dis- 
charged, with  costs. 


Cathahine  McGee  vs,  John  Smith. 

1.  The  title  of  a  purchaser  under  a  sherifif^a  sale,  is  co-extensive  with~-:»  the 
description  contained  in  the  mortgage,  the  bill  to  foreclose,  and  the  timcJtot 
fieri  facias  under  which  the  sale  was  made. 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  decree  should  describe  the  premises     fre- 
cinely ;  it  is  usual  to  designate  them  in  the  decree  by  reference  to  tho  till. 

3.  A  party  to  a  foreclosure  suit  is  bound  by  the  decree,  and  cannot  coa- 
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test  the  title  of  the  purchaser  under  it,  while  the  decree  and  the  sale  and 
conveyance  remain  in  force. 

4.  Where  a  defendant  has  filed  an  answer  to  a  hill  to  foreclose,  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  sheriff's  sale  under  the  decree,  is  presumed  to  have  purchased 
upon  the  faith  of  that  answer,  and  in  reliance  upon  the  truth  of  its  state- 
ments. Such  defendant  is  estopped  from  denying  the  truth  of  the  answer, 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  purchaser's  title. 

5.  An  injunction  will  not  be  continued  for  the  mere  purpose  of  restrain- 
ing a  naked  trespass,  or  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  the  possession  of  a 
complainant  who  shows  no  title  to  the  premises  in  dispute. 

6.  The  filing  of  exceptions  to  the  answer  constitutes  no  objection  to  the 
dissolution  of  an  injunction,  if  the  equity  of  the  bill  upon  which  the  in- 
jtinction  rests  has  been  fully  answered. 


The  complainant,  by  her  bill,  alleges  that  her  husband, 
Hugh  McGee,  in  his  lifetime,  was  seized  in  fee  of  a  parcel  of 
land  in  Jersey  City,  which,  on  a  map  of  the  lands  of  Cor- 
nelius Van  Vorst,  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  of 
Hudson,  on  the  24th  of  April,  1847,  was  known  and  distin- 
guished as  lots  numbered  twelve  and  thirteen,  on  block  sixty- 
three,  fronting  on  the  northerly  side  of  Railroad  avenue,  and 
T»eing  fifty  feet  wide  in  front  and  rear,  subject  to  a  mortgage 
given  by  McGee  and  wife  to  Cornelius  Van  Vorst,  to  secure 
The  sum  of  $1175,  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  of  said  pre- 
mises.    That,  being  so  seized,  McGee  in  his  lifetime  built  two 
louses  on  the  land,  which,  together,  covered  the  entire  front 
of  fifty  feet  on  the  avenue.     That  the  westerly  house  is 
twenty-eight  feet  in  width,  and  covers  the  whole  front  of  lot 
number  twelve,  and  three  feet  of  lot  number  thirteen ;  and 
that  the  easterly  house,  on  lot  number  thirteen,  is  only  twen- 
ty-two feet  in  width.   That  the  houses  are  three  stories  high, 
and  have  a  party  wall  between  them,  from  the  foundation  to 
the  roof.  That  McGee,  during  his  life,  occupied  the  westerly 
house  as  his  mansion  or  homestead,  the  other  house  being 
occupied  by  tenants.     He  died  on  the  12th  of  December, 
1861.     By  his  will  ho  devised  the  house  and  lot  on  Railroad 
avenue,  numbered  two  hundred  and  twenty,  to  the  complain- 
ant during  her  natural  life,  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  on  her 
death,  to  his.daughter  Hannah ;  and  the  ViO\x&e^Yi^V^\»  "CiXimr 
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bered  two  hundred  and  eighteen,  to  his  son,  Hugh  McGee ; 
the  house  and  lot  devised  to  the  complainant,  being  the  house 
and  lot  above  described  as  the  homestead  of  Hugh  McGee, 
consisting  of  lot  number  twelve,  and  a  part  of  lot  number 
thirteen.  After  the  death  of  her  husband,  the  complainant 
continued  in  th6  occupation  of  the  whole  of  the  house  and 
premises  devised  to  her  by  the  will  of  her  husband. 

A  bill  having  been  filed  in  this  court  for  the  foreclosure  of 
the  mortgage  upon  the  said  premises,  given  by  McGee  to 
Van  Vorst,  a  decree  was  made,  by  which  it  was  directed  that 
the  house  and  lot  devised  to  Hugh  McGee,  being  lot  number 
two  hundred  and  eighteen,  should  be  first  sold  to  satisfy  the 
mortgage,  and  that  the  remainder,  being  lot  number  two 
hundred  and  twenty,  which  was  devised  to  the  complaijiant 
lor  life,  after  the  termination  of  the  life  estate,  should  be 
next  sold  for  that  purpose.  At  the  sheriff's  sale  under  the 
decree,  Smith  became  the  purchaser  of  lot  number  two  hun- 
dred and  eighteen.  No  sale  was  made  of  the  complainant's 
life  interest  in  lot  number  two  hundred  and  twenty. 

The  bill  charges  that  the  defendant  claims  title,  by  virtue 
of  his  purchase,  to  twenty-five  feet  front,  including  three 
feet  upon  which  the  complainant's  house  stands,  and  has  en- 
tered upon  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  changing  the 
partition  wall  between  the  houses  ;  and  prays  that  the  com- 
plainant may  he  quieted  in  her  possession,  and  the  defendant 
restrained  from  destroying  the  party  wall,  or  doing  other 
injury  to  the  complainant's  premises,  or  taking  possession  of 
any  part  thereof  by  force.  An  injunction  issued  pursuant 
to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  The  defendant,  having  answered, 
asks  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction. 

McClelland^  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

The  answer  meets  every  material  averment. 

The  injunction  may  be  dissolved,  though  the  answer  do  not 
fully  meet  the  averments  of  the  bill.  Quackcabuah  v.  Vaa 
Hiper,  Saxion  476,  488. 
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Hansom,  for  the  complainant,  contra. 

The  answer  is  not  fully  responsive  to  the  averments  of  the 
hill. 

A  court  of  equity  will  restrain  irreparable  mischief  until 
right  be  decided  at  law. 

The   Chancellor.    The  controversy  depends   entirely 
upon  the  title  which  Smith  acquired  by  his  purchase  at  the 
sheriff's  sale,  under  the  decree  of  foreclosure.     That  right, 
whatever  it  may  be,  is  paramount  to  any  title  which  the 
complainant  could  acquire  under  the  will  of  her  husb.md. 
The  complainant,  by  her  bill,  alleges  that  the  decree  of  fore- 
closure directed  that  lot  number  two  hundred  and  eighteen, 
being  the  lot  devised  to  Hugh  McGee,  the  son  of  the  testa- 
tor, should  be  first  sold,  and  that  Smith  became  the  purchaser 
of  that  lot.     This  fact  is  denied  by  the  answer.     It  appears 
that  the  decree  in  the  foreclosure  suit  makes  no  mention  of 
the  numbers  two  hundred  and  eighteen  or  two  hundred  and 
twenty,  which  are  the  city  numbers  used  to  designate  the 
houses  on  the  avenue,  but  describes  the  lots  as  "  numbers 
twelve  and  thirteen,  on  block  sixty-three,  as  they  are  known 
and  designated  on  Van  Vorst's  map."     Those  lots  are  de- 
scribed in  the  mortgage  and  in  the  bill  to  foreclose,  as  being 
each  twenty-five  feet  in  width.     The  sale  and  conveyance  by 
the  sheriff  to  Smith,  was  made  in  accordance  with  the  origi- 
nal division  and  description  of  the  lots  on  the  Van  Vorst 
map,  and  not  in  pursuance  of  any  subsequent  arrangement 
of  the  lots  made  by  McGee,  and  recognized  in  his  will.     In 
the  original  division  of  the  lots  on  the  Van  Vorst  map,  and  in 
the  mortgage  from  McGee  to  Van  Vorst,  under  which  the 
foreclosure  and  sale  was  made,  lot  number  thirteen,  which 
vas  sold  to  Smith,  is  described  as  being  twenty-five  feet  in 
width.     That  is  the  description  of  the  lot  in  the  bill  to  fore- 
close, and  in  the  writ  of  fieri  faeiaSy  by  virtue  of  which  the 
sale  was  made.     Whether   the  width  of  the  lot  is  stated  in 
the  decree  or  not,  is  immaterial.    It  is  usual  to  designate  the 
premises  in  the  decree  by  reference  to  the  bill,  not  by  precise 
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description.  Catharine  McGee,  the  complainant,  was  a  party 
to  the  foreclosure  suit,  and  is  bound  by  it.  While  that  decree, 
and  the  sale  and  conveyance  under  it,  remain  in  force,  she 
cannot  contest  the  title  of  the  purchaser, 

Catharine  McGee  was  not  only  a  party  to  the  foreclosure 
suit,  and  bound  by  the  decree,  but  she  filed  an  answer,  claim- 
ing to  have  her  life  estate  in  the  lot  devised  to  her  by  her 
husband,  recognized  and  protected.  By  her  answer  she  avers 
that  the  house  and  lot  devised  to  her  as  lot  number  two  hun- 
dred and  twenty,  on  Railroad  avenue,  is  the  same  house  and 
lot  described  in  the  Van  Vorst  mortgage  as  lot  number  tw^elve, 
and  that  the  house  and  lot  devised  to  Hugh  McGee,  as  lot 
number  two  hundred  and  eighteen,  on  Railroad  avenue,  is 
the  same  house  and  lot  mentioned  and  described  in  the  Van 
Vorst  mortgage  as  lot  number  thirteen.  She  now  asks  re- 
lief upon  the  ground  that  the  answer  is  erroneous  in  stating 
that  those  lots  are  identical,  and  that,  in  fact,  the  lot  devi.se<i 
to  her  is  larger  than  lot  number  twelve,  and  that  the  lot  con- 
veyed to  Smith  is  less  than  lot  number  thirteen.  Whether 
the  lots  are,  in  fact,  identical,  is  a  disputed  fact  in  this  case. 
But  admitting  that  they  are  difierent,  and  that  the  allegation 
in  the  answer,  of  their  identity,  is  a  mista,ke,  Catharine  Mc- 
Gee cannot,  in  equity,  be  relieved  against  the  title  of  Smith, 
on  the  ground  of  that  mistake.  She  is  estopped  from  deny- 
ing the  truth  of  her  answer.  If  there  were  no  other  ground 
of  defence,  Smith  would  be  presumed,  as  against  the  claim 
of  Catharine  McGee,  to  have  purchased  upon  the  faith  of 
her  answer,  and  in  reliance  upon  the  truth  of  its  statements. 
She  cannot  gainsay  her  own  statements  to  the  prejudice  of 
his  title. 

The  injunction  cannot  be  continued  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  restraining  a  naked  trespass,  nor  for  the  purpose  of  quiet- 
ing the  possession  of  the  complainant,  where  she  shows  no 
right  to  the  premises  in  dispute.     2  Eden  on  Inj,  390. 

The  filing  of  exceptions  to  the  answer  constitutes  no  ob- 
jection to  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction,  if  the  equity  of 
the  bill  upon  which  the  injunction  rests  has  been  fully  an- 
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Bwered.    1  Barb.  Ch.  Pr.  642 ;  Idvingston  v.  Livingston,  4 
Paige  111 ;  Robert  v.  Hodges,  ante,  p.  299. 

The  exceptions,  bo  far  as  they  relate  to  the  points  of  the 
case  upon  which  the  injunction  rests,  are  formal,  rather  than 
substantial.  It  is  obvious  that  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  is 
not  in  accordance  with  the  truth  and  facts  as  they  really 
exist,  and  that  all  the  complainant  s  equity  is  fully  denied  by 
the  answer. 

The  injunction  must  be  dissolved. 


C  A.SES 


ADJUDGED  IH 


THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY 

OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 

FEBRUARY  TERM,  1864. 


William  D.  Giveans  ve.  William  McMurtry  and  others. 

1.  a  party  who  comes  into  a  court  of  equity  for  relief  against  a  judg- 
ment or  other  security,  on  the  ground  of  usury,  will  only  be  relieved  upon 
paying  what  is  really  due  upon  such  security. 

2.  Where  a  party,  as  security  for  money  loaned,  has  taken  an  assign- 
ment of  a  pre-existing  judgment  against  the  borrower,  and,  as  a  further 
security  for  the  same  <iebt,  has  also  taken  a  bond  and  mortgage ;  a  decree  of 
this  court  declaring  the  bond  and  mortgage  usurious  and  void,  will  not 
avail  the  debtor  in  a  bill  for  relief  to  have  the  judgment  declared  satisfied 
of  record,  the  assignment  being  untainted  with  usury. 

3.  The  evidence  of  a  co-defendant  is  not  rendered  incompetent  by  the  fact 
that  no  order  was  made  for  his  examination.  Since  the  act  of  1859,  (JVtx. 
Dig.  928,  J  34,)  removing  the  disqualification  of  interest  in  a  witness,  as  a 
party  or  otherwise,  no  order  for  his  examination  is  necessary. 

4.  Nor  is  it  any  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  co-defendant  to  tes- 
tify, that  he  has  not  answered  the  bill,  but  has  suffered  a  decree  pro  con- 
fetao  against  him.  The  complainant  may,  at  his  discretion,  require  him  to 
answer.  But  if  he  do  not,  the  defendant,  by  failing  to  answer,  cannot  de- 
prive his  co-defendant  of  his  testimony,  or  disqualify  himself  as  a  witness 
in  the  cause. 


McCarter,  for  complainant. 

Two  points  are  made  by  the  original  bill. 
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1.  That  the  judgments  are  kept  on  foot  after  being  paid, 
without  the  consent  of  the  defendant  in  execution. 

2.  That  they  were  taken  as  security  for  an  usurious  debt. 
The  answer  of  McMurtry  denies  that  the  judgments  were 

satisfied,  and  alleges  that  they  were  taken  as  security  for  the 
debt  for  which  the  mortgage  was  given,  but  not  as  collateral 
to  the  mortgage. 

The  supplemental  bill  sets  up  that  the  bond  and  mortgage 
were,  by  a  decree  of  this  court,  adjudged  null  and  void,  and 
claims  the  benefit  of  such  proceedings. 

Neither  original  nor  supplemental  bill  rests  the  complain- 
ant's claim  to  relief  on  the  ground  of  usury.  That  fact  is 
stated,  but  the  decree  is  not  prayed  on  that  ground.  The 
evidence  shows  that  in  fact,  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  exe- 
cution was  satisfied  in  full;  that  the  mortgage  wiis  given  be- 
fore the  assignment  was  made;  and  that  the  judgments  ought 
to  have  been  satisfied  of  record.  No  assignment  was  agreed 
for,  or  intended. 

If  the  judgments  were  assigned  in  pursuance  of  the  under- 
sti\ndiug  of  the  parties,  it  was  a  mere  collateral  security  to 
the  mortgage.  That  security  hiis  been  pronounced  null  and 
void. 

/.  Whitehead^  for  defendant. 

The  complainant's  whole  claim  rests  upon  a  charge  of  usury 
in  the  mortgage  debt,  and  on  the  ground  that  the  assignment 
was  made  without  the  complainant's  knowledge  or  consent. 

The  consent  of  the  defendant  in  execution  was  not  neces- 
sary to  a  valid  assi;^nmont  of  the  judgment. 

1.  Did  McMurtry  obtain  the  assignment  in  good  faith,  as 
security  for  money  advanced  ? 

No  fraud  is  charged.  The  facts,  that  the  money  was  ob- 
tained from  McMurtry,  that  it  was  paid  directly  to  the  plain- 
tiff* in  execution,  and  that  the  judgment  was  assigned  as  a 
security  for  the  money  so  advanced,  are  clearly  established 
by  the  evidence. 

Vol.  I.  2r 
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2.  The  assignment  of  the  judgments  was  taken  as  the  pri- 
mary security  for  the  money  &o  advanced. 

Tliere  was  no  search  for  encumbrances  upon  the  projierty, 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  mortgage.  If,  therefore,  the  mort- 
gage is  usurious^  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  is  in  no 
wise  tainted  with  the  tisury. 

A  prior  existing  debt,  untainted  with  usury,  is  not  aflfected 
by  the  existence  of  usury  in  any  subsequent  contract.  Gray 
V.  Fowler,  1  H,  Black,  463 ;  Pearsall  v.  Kingsland,  3  Edw. 
Ch.  E.  195 ;  Bush  v.  Livingston^  2  Cainea*  Cases  in  Error^ 
66 ;  Donnington  v.  Meeker,  3  Stockt  362. 

I*he  complainant,  who  asks  equity,  must  do  equity  before 
relief  will  be  granted.  Fanning  v.  Duyiham,  6  Johns.  Ch, 
R.  122;  Morgan  v.  Sch^*7nerhom,  1  Paige  544;  Beeves  v. 
Cooper,  1  Beas.  223,  498 ;  Miller  v.  Ford,  Saxton  361 ;  Fitz- 
roy  V.  Gmillim,  1  Dumf,  <Sf  FaisI  153. 

The  Chancellor.  In  the  year  1855,  a  judgment  at  law 
and  a  decree  in  equity  were  recovered  against  the  complain- 
ant, Giveans,  amounting  to  over  $3200,  upon  which  executions 
were  issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of  Sussex. 
On  the  twenty-fifth  of  February,  1856,  the  complainant  pro- 
cured of  the  defendant,  McMurtry,  through  the  agency  of 
David  Ryerson,  the  sum  of  $3000,  which,  together  with  the 
balance  over  that  amount,  due  on  the  judgments,  were  paid 
to  the  respective  plaintiffs,  and  the  sheriff 's  execution  fees 
were  satisfied.  On  the  same  day  a  bond  and  mortgage  for 
$30<.K),  })ayable  in  three  years,  were  given  by  Giveans  to 
McMurtry,  and  by  assignments  of  even  date,  the  judgments 
Were  a-ssigned  to  him.  In  October,  1858,  the  real  estate  of 
the  defendant  in  execution  was  advertised  for  sale  by  the 
sheriff,  at  the  instance  of  McMurtry,  who  claimed  to  be  the 
iissignee  of  the  judgments,  in  order  to  obtain  satisfaction  of 
the  sum  of  $3000  advanced  by  him.  Giveans  thereupon 
filt.'d  his  bill  in  this  court,  alleging  that  McMurtry  claimed 
lo  hold  by  assignment,  the  judgments  as  collateral  security 
for  the  payment  of  the  bond  and  mortgage ;  that  no  such  as- 
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signments  had  been  made,  or  if  made,  they  were  without  tlje 
consent  and  against  the  will  of  the  complainant ;  and  that 
the  judgments  were  paid  and  satisfied  in  full  by  the  defend- 
ant in  execution.  The  bill  also  charges,  that  if  the  judgments 
and  executions  were  assigned  to  McMurtry,  the  property 
levied  on  could  not  be  sold  until  the  mortgage  became  due. 
It  also  alleges  that  the  loan  was  made  at  a  usurious  rate  of 
interest,  being  in  reality  the  money,  not  of  McMurtry  but 
of  Ryerson,  who  had  charged  and  received  $300  for  miiking 
the  loan. 

The  bill  prays  that  the  judgments  may  be  satisfied  of 
record,  and  that  the  assignments,  if  any  exist,  may  be  de- 
livered up  to  be  cancelled. 

The  defendant,  McMurtry,  by  his  answer,  claims  that  the 
loan  was  made,  and  the  money  advanced  by  him,  at  the  in- 
stance of  Ryerson,  who  acted  on  behalf  of  Giveans,  upon 
the  security  as  well  of  the  judgments  as  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage;  that  the  amount  due  upon  the  judgments  and  ex- 
ecutions was  paid,  not  by  Giveans,  but  by  McMurtry,  directly 
to  the  plain tifis  in  execution  ;  and  that  the  judgments  and 
executions  were  never  satisfied,  nor  intended  so  to  be,  but 
were  assigned  by  the  plaintiffs  in  execution  to  McMurtry, 
in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  with  Giveans,  as  security  for 
the  loan  of  $3000  made  to  him  by  McMurtry. 

That  the  judgments  and  executions  were  assigned  to  Mc- 
Murtry is  fully  established.  The  deeds  of  assignment  exe- 
cuted by  the  plaintiffs,  are  produced  in  evidence,  and  their 
formal  execution  proved  by  the  subscribing  witnesses.  No 
fraud  or  circumvention  is  alleged  or  shown  in  the  procure- 
ment of  these  assignments.  The  allegation  of  the  bill  is 
that  the  judgments  were  paid  and  satisfied  in  full  by  the 
complainant,  and  that  the  assignments  were  made  without 
his  consent  and  against  his  will.  The  substance  of  the  alle- 
gation is,  that  the  loan  by  McMurtry  was  made  upon  the 
security  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  alone,  and  that  the  judg- 
ments were  in  fact  satisfied,  and  ought  to  have  been  can- 
celled. 
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The  only  evidence  in  support  of  this  allegation  is  that  of 
the  complainant  himself,  who  testifies  that  he  heard  nothing 
of  the  assignments,  and  never  agreed  to  them ;  that  the  loan, 
in  fact,  was  made  solely  upon  the  security  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage.  On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Ryerson,  by  whose 
agency  the  loan  was  procured,  testifies  that  McMurtry  was 
to  have  as  security  for  his  money,  an  assignment  of  the  judg- 
ments, and  a  mortgage  from  the  Messrs.  Giveans.  They  both 
agreed  to  give  him  the  security.  The  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  transaction,  strongly  corroborate  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Ryerson.  The  $3000  loaned  by  McMurtry  was  not  paid 
to  Giveans,  nor  were  the  judgments  paid  by  him.  He 
paid  the  sheriff's  fees,  and  reduced  the  amount  due  on  the 
judgments  to  $3000.  That  sum  was  paid  by  Ryerson  for 
McMurtry,  into  the  hands  of  the  attorney  of  the  plaintifiFs 
in  execution,  upon  the  express  stipulation  that  the  judgments 
should  be  assigned  to  McMurtry.  Mr.  Thompson,  the  attor- 
ney, testifies  that  Mr.  Ryenson  and  the  Messrs.  Giveans  came 
together  to  his  otlice,  and  stated  that  the  judgments  were  to 
be  assigned  to  McMurtry.  The  assignments  were  then 
drawn,  and  in  a  few  days  returned  executed.  The  judgments 
wore  assigned  as  security  for  the  money.  They  were  ar- 
ranged to  be  assigned,  and  the  assignments  were  drawn  at 
the  same  time  the  mortgage  was  executed.  The  assignments 
bear  even  date  with  the  bond  and  mortgage.  Giveans  was 
l)re3ent  when  Ryerson  stated  that  the  judgments  were  to  be 
assigned,  and  when  the  stipulation  to  procure  the  asssign- 
ment  wiis  executed.  The  attorney  of  the  plaintifis  in  execu- 
tion, neither  drew  nor  acknowledged  the  mortgage.  Th* 
only  pretence  for  the  parties  going  to  his  office,  must  hav 
been  to  ensure  the  assignment  of  the  judgments.  The  mone 
was  paid  into  his  hands  upon  his  stipulating  to  have  the  a 
p^ignments  executed  by  his  clients.  This  was  before  the  boi 
and  mortgage  were  executed.  The  evidence  is  plenary  tt 
the  assignments  were  made,  and  the  judgments  were  to 
kept  alive  as  security  for  the  money  advanced  by  McMurt 
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Another  ground  of  relief  suggested  in  the  original  bill  is, 
that  the  loan  from  McMurtry  to  Giveans  was  usurious. 

After  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  a  bill  was  filed  for 
the  foreclosure  of  the  bond  and  mortgage,  which  were  given 
cotemporaneously  with  the  assignments  of  the  judgments  to 
secure  the  loan.  Giveans,  by  his  answer,  set  up  usury  in 
the  mortgage  as  a  defence  to  the  bill.  The  mortgage  was 
decreed  to  be  usurious,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed.  The 
complainant  thereupon  filed  a  supplemental  bill  in  this  cause, 
setting  up  that  decree  as  ground  of  relief  in  this  cause. 

Irrespective  of  the  decree  in  the  foreclosure  suit,  it  is 
clear  that  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  relief  against  the 
judgments  .on  the  ground  of  usury.  A  complainant  who 
comes  to  a  court  of  equity  for  relief  against  a  judgment  or 
other  security  on  the  ground  of  usury,  will  not  be  relieved, 
unless  upon  the  equitable  terms  of  paying  what  is  really  due 
to  the  defendant.  Taylor  v.  Bell,  2  Vern,  171 ;  Scott  v. 
Nesbity  2  Bro.  Ch.  C,  641 ;  Heiikle  v.  B^oijal  Exchange  Ass, 
Co,,  1  Vesey,  sen,  320;  Fanning  v.  DunJiam,  5  Johns,  Ch,. 
JR.  122 ;  Miller  v.  Ford,  Saxton  364 ;  Ware  v.  Thompsons 
Adrars,  2  Beas,  67. 

The  equity  cases,  says  Chancellor  Kent,  speak  one  uni- 
form language,  and  I  do  not  know  of  a  case  in  which  relief 
has  ever  been  afforded  to  a  plaintiff  seeking  relief  against 
usury,  by  bill,  upon  any  other  terms. 

In  1856,  the  complainant's  property  being  about  to  be 
sold  under  executions,  McMurtry  advanced  $3000  for  the 
relief  of  the  complainant,  and  took  an  assignment  of  the 
judgments  and  executions,  as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of 
the  loan.  The  complainant  has  since  held  and  enjoyed  his 
property  without  the  return  of  any  portion  of  the  principal 
or  interest.  The  judgments  remain  unsatisfied.  If  this 
court  restrain  the  defendant  from  proceeding  at  law  on  the 
ground  of  usury,  it  will  ooly  be  upon  the  complainants  pay- 
ing the  amount  of  principal  and  interest  bona  fide  due  to 
McMurtry.  That  is  all  that  he  claims  to  recover.  He  is 
entitled  to  havfi  iroin  the  complaijia^nts  the  sum  advaaced, 

2jb* 
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with  interest.  If  the  case  stood  upon  the  original  bill  and 
answer,  there  would  be  no  room  to  question  the  application 
of  the  principle,  and  that  the  complainant  could  have  no 
relief. 

The  case  is  in  no  wise  altered  by  the  fact,  that  the  con- 
tract for  the  loan  of  the  money  has,  by  a  decree  of  this  court, 
been  pronounced  usurious,  and  the  mortgage  given  as  secu- 
rity, declared  void.  Nor  can  the  complainant  escape  the 
application  of  the  principle,  by  a  general  allegation  that  the 
court,  by  its  decree,  pronounced  the  contract  void,  without 
disclosing  by  his  pleading  that  the  decree  was  made  solely 
upon  the  ground  of  usury.  It  appears  by  the  decree  that 
the  loan  wms  pronounced  usurious,  and  the  mortgage  secu- 
rity therefore  void. 

The  decree  has,  in  fact,  no  reference  whatever  to  the 
charge  of  usury  set  up  in  the  present  bill.  That  charge  is 
utterly  disproved  by  the  evidence.  The  decree  declaring 
that  the  bond  and  mortgage  are  usurious,  upon  one  ground, 
cannot  establish  the  fact  of  usury  against  the  judgments,  on 
another  and  different  ground.  It  is  not  pretended  that  these 
judgments  are  usurious.  They  are  admitted  to  have  been 
valid  and  subsisting  judgments.  The  complainant's  ground 
of  complaint  is,  that  they  were  i)aid  and  satisfied.  That 
charge  hjts  been  disproved.  They  were  duly  assigned  for 
their  full  value,  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  judgments,  to  Mc- 
Murtry,  the  defendant.  They  are  security  only  for  the 
amount  actually  advanced  by  McMurtry,  and  remaining  due 
on  thu  judgments,  with  legal  interest.  No  usurious  interest 
has  been,  or  can  be,  recovered  upon  them.  The  assignee  of 
the  judgments  seeks  to  eniorce  them,  not  by  virtue  of  any 
usurious  contract  made  with  Giveans,  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution, but  by  virtue  of  a  contract  with  the  plaintiffs. 

So  far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  the  fiict  of  usury  is  not 
established.     But  admitting  the   usury  to  have  been  full; 
proved,  the  complainant,  in  equity,  is  bound  to  pay  the  prir 
oipal  and  interest  really  and  bona  fide  due  upon  the  jud 
ment.     Having   made  no  such  offer,  he  is  entitled   to 
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relief  at  the  hands  of  this  court.     A  party  asking  equity 
must  do  equity. 

The  evidence  of  a  co-defendant  is  not  rendered  incompe- 
tent by  the  fact  that  no  order  was  made  for  his  examination. 
When  witnesses  were  disqualified  on  the  ground  of  interest, 
a  defendant  having  either  no  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
suit,  or  not  being  interested  in  the  whole  of  the  matters  em- 
braced in  the  suit,  might  have  been  examined  as  to  those 
matters  in  which  he  had  no  interest.  This  was  done  by  or- 
der of  the  court.     2  DanieWs  Ch.  Pr.  1036,  1038,  1042. 

But  since  the  act  of  1859  has  removed  the  disqualification 
of  interest  in  the  witness,  as  a  party  or  otherwise,  no  order 
for  his  examination  has  been  deemed  necessary.  The  same 
practice  was  adopted  under  the  act  of  1855,  though  the  rule 
of  July  Ist,  1858,  required  that  if  the  plaintifi'or  petitioner 
desired  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  second  section 
of  that  act,  he  should  be  examined  before  any  other  witness 
should  be  examined  in  the  cause,  and  within  twenty  days 
after  issue  joined. 

Nor  is  it  any  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  co-defendant 
to  testify,  that  he  has  not  answered  the  bill,  but  has  suf- 
l(Ted  a  decree  pro  coafesso  against  him.  The  complainant 
may,  at  his  discretion,  require  him  to  answer.  But  if  he  do 
not,  the  defendant,  by  failing  to  answer,  cannot  deprive  his 
co-defendant  of  his  testimony,  or  disqualify  himself  as  a 
witness  in  the  cause. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed* 


Nicholas  C.  Hudson  vs.  The  Trenton  Locomotive  and 
Machine  Manufacturing  Company. 

1.  Upon  a  bill  for  an  account,  the  only  material  evidence  opon  the 
original  hearing,  is  that  which  conduces  to  prove  the  complainant's  right 
to  an  account.  The  ordinary  decree  is  that  an  account  shall  be  taken. 
Evidence  as  to  the  particular  items  of  the  account  is  irrelevant,  and,  in 
strictness,  inadmissible  at  this  stage  of  the  cause. 
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2.  As  a  general  rule,  the  court  wiU  not,  at  tbe  original  hearing,  examine 
or  decide  whether  particular  items  of  the  account  shall  or  shall  not  be 
allowed. 

3.  The  court  must,  it  would  seem,  settle  the  construction  and  effect  of 
agreements  between  the  parties,  by  which  their  mutual  dealings  were  regu- 
lated, and  by  which,  consequently,  the  acooust  must  be  controlled. 

4.  The  court  will  give  special  directions  to  the  master  as  to  the  manner 
of  taking  the  account,  and  the  principles  by  which  he  should  be  governed 
in  taking  it. 

5.  The  decree  must  direct  to  what  matters  the  account  shall  extend,  and 
in  decreeing  a  general  account,  special  directions  will  be  rendered  proper 
and  necessary  by  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case. 

6.  Where  the  evidence  has  been  taken  on  both  sides  before  the  hearing, 
without  objection,  it  may  he  used  by  the  court,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary, 
in  giving  directions. 


J,  S.  Aitkin,  for  complainant. 

The  bill  is  for  an  account  under  a  written  contract. 

It  involves  the  construction  of  the  contract,  the  value  of 
the  work  done  and  services  rendered,  and  asks  that  the  de- 
fendant may  be  decreed  to  pay  the  amount  found  due,  and 
for  such  other  relief  as  the  complainant  may  be  entitled  to. 

The  testimony  has  been  taken  in  full  by  both  parties,  and 
the  case  is  now  ready  for  final  decree. 

Beasley,  for  defendants. 

The  only  order  that  can  now  be  made  is  for  an  account, 
and  to  that  we  do  not  object.  2  DanielTn  Ch.  Pr.  997 ; 
CuT8U8  Carved,  341 ;  Greeley's  Eq,  JEv.  168. 

The  Chancellor.  Upon  a  bill  for  an  account,  the  only 
material  evidence  upon  the  original  hearing  is  that  which 
conduces  to  prove  the  complainant's  right  to  an  account. 
The  ordinary  decree  is  that  an  account  shall  be  taken.  Evi- 
dence as  to  the  particular  items  of  the  account  is  irrelevant 
at  this  stage  of  the  cause.  2  DanielTs  Ch,  Pr.  997 ;  Gres- 
ley's  Eq,  Ev,  168 ;  Walker  v.  Woodward,  1  Buss.  110 ;  Law 
v.  Hunter,  Ibid,  100;    Tmrdin  v.   Tondin,  1  Hare  236; 


FEBRUARY  TERM,  1864.  477 

Hudson  V.  Trenton  Locomotive  and  Machine  Manufacturing  Co. 

Scatons  Decrees  42,  46 ;  Dubrntrg  de  St.  (hlombes  Heirs  v. 
The  United  States,  7  Peters  626. 

These  cases  settle  the  practice  that  the  court  will  not,  at 
the  original  hearing,  as  a  general  rule,  examine  or  decide 
whether  particular  items  of  the  account  shall  or  shall  not  be 
allowed,  and  that  evidence  for  that  purpose,  in  strictness,  is 
inadmissible. 

But  the  principle  is  not  of  universal  application,  and  must 
depend  in  some  measure  upon  the  nature  of  the  pleadings. 

By  the  ancient  practice  special  directions  were  usual  in 
decrees  for  account.  Bacons  Ordinances  50 ;  Beanies  Orders 
in  Chan,  23,  80 ;   Tothiirs  Proceed.  48. 

Instances  are  not  wanting,  where  the  decree  ordering  the 
account  to  be  taken,  has  directed  the  allowance  of  particular 
items.  Thus,  iu  Smith  v.  WilkinsoUy  the  master  was  directed, 
in  taking  the  account,  to  charge  the  defendant  with  the  sura 
of  £8000,  borrowed  by  him  from  the  testator's  estate.  2  Neiv- 
land's  Ch,  Pr,  335 ;  Seatoris  Decrees  46. 

And  in  Consequa  v.  Fannin{i,  3  John-s,  Ch,  R.  590,  the 
decree  contains  specific  directions  as  to  various  items  with 
which  the  defendants  should  be  charged  by  the  master  in 
taking  the  account. 

The  more  modern  cases  would  seem  to  exclude  these  direc- 
tions as  to  what  items  of  the  account  should  or  should  not  be 
allowed ;  but  they  do  not  exclude  special  directions  to  the 
master  as  to  the  manner  of  taking  the  account,  or  the  prin- 
ciples by  which  he  should  be  governed  in  taking  it.  The 
court  must,  it  should  seem,  settle  the  construction  and  effect 
of  agreements  between  the  parties,  by  which  their  mutual 
dealings  were  regulated,  and  by  which,  consequently,  the 
account  must  be  controlled. 

Thus  in  Sharp  v.  Morrow^  6  Monroe  300,  it  is  declared, 
that  in  referring  partnership  accounts  to  a  commissioner,  the 
court  should  settle  the  construction  of  the  articles  of  partner- 
ship, and  decide  what  kind  of  accounts  come  within  the  part- 
nership, and  lay  down  the  principles  by  which  the  commis- 
sioner should  be  governed. 
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And  in  Hemsen  v.  Bemserij  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  501,  Chan- 
cellor Kent  lays  it  down  as  a  general  rule,  that  orders  of  re- 
ference should  specify  the  principles  on  which  the  accounts 
are  to  be  taken,  or  the  inquiry  proceed,  as  far  as  the  court 
shall  have  decided  thereon. 

The  decree  must  direct  to  w^hat  matters  the  account  shall 
extend.  And  in  decreeing  a  general  account,  special  direc- 
tions will  be  rendered  proper  and  necessaiy  by  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  case.  The  principle  is  constantly  re- 
cognized and  acted  upon.  2  SmitJia  Ch,  Pr,  112;  Hoffraans 
Ch,  Pr,  {Appendix)  169,  No,  202 ;  Izard  v.  Bodine,  1  Stockt. 
311. 

If  either  of  the  points  upon  which  the  complainant  now 
asks  the  determination  of  the  court,  involves  the  legal  con- 
struction of  the  contract  between  the  parties,  by  which  the 
statement  of  the  account  will  be  materially  aflfected,  or  the 
proper  mode  of  stating  the  account,  or  the  subject  to  which 
the  investigation  shall  extend,  it  may  be  proper  that  the 
direction  should  now  be  given.  It  may  save  unnecessary 
expense  and  delay  in  the  subsequent  stages  of  the  cause. 

There  can  be  no  objection  on  the  ground  of  the  incom- 
petency of  the  testimony.  The  evidence  upon  both  sides  has 
been  taken  without  objection.  It  is  now  before  the  court 
and  may  be  used,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary,  in  giving  any 
direction  proper  to  be  given  at  this  stage  of  the  cause. 


John  Fluke  vs.  The  Executors  of  Fluke  and  others. 

1.  A  direction  by  a  testator  "  that  all  the  rest  and  residae  of  hb  estate 
of  what  kind  soever  there  might  be  at  the  time  of  his  death,"  should  be  con- 
verted into  money  by  bis  executors,  dec,  extends  to  and  includes  such  real 
estate  as  he  may  have  acquired  after  the  making  of  the  will,  and  such  land 
is  subject  to  the  power  of  sale  conferred  upon  the  executors. 

2.  Until  the  sale  be  made,  the  legal  title  defends  to  and  vwU  in  the 
heirs-at-law  of  the  testator,  as  tenants  in  common. 
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3.  The  heir-at-law  takes  the  legal  title  charged  with  the  trusts  created 
by  the  will.  Equity  will  not  interfere  with  the  execution  of  the  trusts  by 
the  executors.  It  regards  as  actually  performed,  that  which  is  directed  to 
to  be  done. 

4.  Lands  directed  by  the  testator  to  be  sold  and  converted  into  money, 
and  the  proceeds  distributed  either  among  the  heirs  or  other  legatees,  is 
regarded  as  a  gift  of  money. 

5.  Where  the  ^Ikrhole  beneficial  interest  in  the  land  directed  to  be  conver- 
ted into  money,  belongs  to  the  person  or  persons  for  whose  use  it  is  given, 
equity  will  not  compel  the  trustee  to  execute  the  trust  against  the  wishes 
of  the  cestui  que  trust,  but  will  permit  him  to  take  the  land,  if  be  elect  to  do 
80  before  the  conversion  has  actually  been  made.  But  where  there  are 
several  cestui  que  trusts  taking  different  intere$<ts  under  the  will  from  what 
they  would  do  as  heirs  at  law,  there  is  no  case  for  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  election,  and  the  executor  must  perform  the  trust  created  by 
the  will. 


Leporty  for  complainant. 
Thompson,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  for  the  partition  of  a 
tract  of  land  in  the  county  of  Morris,  of  which  John  Fluke, 
the  father  of  the  complainant,  died  seized. 

The  complainant  claims  title  to  one  fifth  of  the  tract,  as 
one  of  the  heirs-at-law  of  his  father.  The  father  died  on  the 
Ist  of  August,  1862,  leaving  a  last  will  and  testament,  duly 
executed  to  pass  real  estate.  By  his  will,  bearing  date  on 
the  15th  day  of  December,  1856,  and  by  a  codicil  thereto, 
the  testator,  after  certain  specific  bequests,  ordered  and  di- 
rected, that  "  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate,  of  what 
kind  soever  there  might  be  at  the  time  of  his  death,"  should 
be  converted  into  money  by  his  executors,  and  one  fifth  part 
thereof  paid  to  each  of  his  four  children  then  living,  and  the 
remaining  one  fifth  to  the  four  children  of  a  deceased  son  of 
the  testator,  to  be  divided  between  them  in  unequal  shares, 
viz.  one  equal  half  thereof  to  the  grandson,  and  the  other 
half  equally  between  three  grand  daughters. 

The  land  in  question  was  conveyed  to  the  testator  on  the 
14th  of  October,  1858,  after  the  date  of  the  will  and  of  the 
codicil. 
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Under  the  act  of  1851,  {Nix.  Dig,,  p.  917,  §  3,)  real  estate 
acquired  by  a  testator  after  the  making  of  his  will,  is  subject 
to  the  disposition  made  by  the  will,  either  by  devise  or  by 
power  of  sale.  The  testamentary  disposition  extends  to  all 
the  estate  of  whatever  kind  which  the  testator  might  own  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  necessarily  includes  the  land  in 
question.  The  rights  of  the  complainant  are,  therefore,  in 
no  wise  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  land  was  acquired  by 
the  testator  after  the  making  of  his  will. 

The  will  contains  no  actual  disposition  of  the  lands,  but 
confers  upon  the  executors  a  naked  power  of  sale.  Until  the 
sale  be  made,  the  legal  title  descends  to,  and  vests  in  the 
heirs-at-law  of  the  tesUitor.  The  complainant  is,  therefore, 
seized  in  fee,  as  tenant  in  common  with  the  other  heirs  of 
his  father,  of  the  one  equal  fifth  part  of  the  land  in  question. 
Herbert  v.  Executor  of  Tuthill,  Saxton  141 ;  Bergen  v.  Ben- 
nettj  1  Caincs  Cases  in  En-or  16;  Gest  v.  Flocks  1  Greens 
Ch.  R.  108,  113. 

But  the  heir-at-law  takes  the  legal  title  charged  with  the 
trusts  created  by  the  will.  The  land  is  directed  to  bo  con- 
verted into  money  by  the  executors,  and  the  proceeds  to  he 
distributed  in  the  mode  designated  by  the  testator.  Equity 
will  not  interfere  with  the  execution  of  the  trusts  by  the 
executors.  It  regards  as  actually  performed  that  which  is 
directed  to  be  done.  Lands  directed  by  the  testator  to  be 
sold  and  converted  into  money,  and  the  proceeds  distribute*! 
either  among  the  heirs  or  other  legatees,  is  regarded  as  a  gift 
of  money.  Fletcher  v.  Ashburnerf  1  Bro,  Ch,  Cci^es,  497 ; 
Craig  v.  Le-die,  3  Wheaton  5G3. 

It  is  true  that  where  the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  the 
land  thus  directed  to  be  converted,  belongs  to  the  person  or 
persons  for  whose  use  it  is  given,  equity  will  not  compel  the 
ti'ustce  to  execute  the  trust  against  the  wishes  of  the  cestui 
que  trust,  but  will  permit  him  to  take  the  land,  if  he  elect  to 
do  so  before  the  conversion  has  actually  been  made.  Gest  v^ 
Flocky  1  Greens  Ch,  E,  115;  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheator^^ 
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563 ;  Osgood  v.  Franklin,  2  Johns.  Ch.  R.  21 ;  Story's  Eq. 
/wr.,§793. 

But  the  whole  beneficial  interest  in  the  land  sought  to  be 
sold,  is  not  in  the  complainant.  The  other  cestui  que  trusts 
are  interested  in  the  due  execution  of  the  trusts  created  by 
the  will.  They  have  not  joined  in  the  prayer  for  partition. 
The  devisees  of  one  share  are  infants.  They  take,  moreover, 
as  legatees,  different  interests  under  the  will,  from  what  they 
would  do  as  heirs-at-law.  It  is  not  a  case,  therefore,  for  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  election ;  nor  does  the  com- 
plainant rest  his  case  upon  this  ground. 

As  the  facts  are  all  admitted  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  and 
answer,  no  benefit  can  result  from  a  reference  to  a  master. 
The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


David  M.  Demarest  and  Nicholas  H.  Jeroleman  vs.  David 
M.  Berry  and  others. 

1.  If  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  permits  the  mortgagor  to  take  the  profits 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  the  mortgagee  wiU  be  charged,  in  favor  of  sub- 
sequent encumbrancers,  with  all  the  protits  he  might  have  received.  So,  if 
the  mortgagee  refuses  to  enter,  but  sutlers  the  mortgagor  to  take  the  protita 
and  to  protect  his  possession  by  moans  of  the  mortgage. 

2.  The  principle  upon  which  the  court  acts  is,  that  if  the  mortgagee  be 
in  possession,  or  act  vialafide  in  regard  to  subsequent  encumbrancers,  he  will 
be  charged  not  only  with  all  profits  received,  but  with  all  which,  with- 
out fraud  or  wilful  default,  he  might  have  received  from  the  mortgaged 
premises. 

3.  Where  the  mortgagee  is  not  in  actual  possession  by  himself  or  bis 
tenant,  and  has  received  no  part  of  the  profits,  nor  used  his  mortgage  to 
interfere  with  the  claims  of  subsequent  encumbrancers,  or  to  protect  the  pos- 
session of  the  mortgagor,  he  is  not  chargeable  with  any  part  of  the  profits. 

4.  A  suit  for  foreclosure  upon  each  of  two  mortgages  covering  the  same 
premises,  both  of  which  were  in  the  hands  of  the  complainant  when  the 
first  bill  was  filed,  is  unnecessary  and  oppressive,  and  costs  will  be  allowed 
but  in  one  suit. 

6.  But  where  the  second  bill  was  rendered  necessary  by  the  fact  (discov- 
ered after  the  filing  of  the  first)  that  the  mortgage,  upon  which  the  first 

Vol.  I.  2  s 
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bill  was  filed,  covered  a  part  only  of  the  premises  included  in  the  other 
mortgage,  proceedings  in  the  first  suit  will  be  stayed,  and  the  second  suit 
alone  proceed  to  decree. 


Ogden,  for  complainants. 
Cutler,  for  defeudantSi 

The  Chancellor.  It  was  admitted  upon  the  argument, 
that  there  is  an  entire  failure  of  evidence  to  support  the  alle- 
gation of  the  answer,  that  one  of  the  complainants'  mortga- 
ges is  without  consideration  and  invalid,  as  against  a  subse- 
quent judgment  creditor.  It  is  also  admitted  that  the 
objection  to  the  bill  for  want  of  proper  parties,  is  not  well 
founded.  The  only  remaining  objection  relates  to  the  mode 
of  taking  the  account. 

The  first  mortgage  upon  the  premises  was  given  to  the 
Mutual  Benefit  Life  Insurance  Company  ;  the  second,  to  the 
complainants.     Both   mortgages  were  due,  prior    to   June, 

1862.  In  August,  1862,  the  personal  property  of  the  m.ort- 
gagor  was  sold  under  executions  at  law,  and  purchased 
almost  exclusively  by  or  in  behalf  of  Demarest,  one  of  the 
complainants.  On  the  twenty-sixth  of  January,  1863,  the 
mortgaged  premis<^s  were  also  sold  under  executions  at  law, 
and  purchased  by  A.  W.  Cutler,  one  of  the  judgment  cred- 
itors. Berry,  tlie  mortgagor,  continued  to  occupy  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  and  to  use  and  enjoy  thereon,  the  personal 
pro[)erty  bought  by  Demarest,  from  August,  1862,  till  June, 

1863,  when  the  personal  property  Wiis  sold  at  auction,  ani^ 
the  mortgagor  removed  Irom  the  premises.     ThejudgraenV. 
creditor  now  insists  that  the  complainants,  as  mortgagees!^ 
possession,  are  chargeable  with  the  rent  of  the  premises  Irotu 
August,  1862,  or  from  January,  1863,  when  the  judgment 
creditor  a<*quirL'd  title  to  the  land. 

If  a  mortgagee  in  jvossession  permits  the  mortgagor  to 
take  the  profits  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  the  mortg^-ge^ 
will  be  charged  in  favor  of  subsequent  encumbrancers,  ^"^ 
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a.11  the  profits  he  might  have  received.     Coppring  v.  Cooke, 
1  Vem,  270 ;  Bentham  v.  Haincourt,  Free,  in  Chan,  30. 

So  if  the  mortgagee  refuses  to  enter,  but  suflfers  the  mort- 
gagor to  take  the  profits,  and  to  protect  his  possession  by 
means  of  the  mortgage.  Chapman  v.  Tanner ^  1  Vern.  267 ; 
J}ux  Bucks  v.  Gayer,  Ibid,  257. 

The  principle  upon  which  the  court  acts  is,  that  if  the 
mortgagee  be  in  possession,  or  act  mala  fide  in  regard  to 
subsequent  encumbrancers,  he  will  be  charged  not  only  with 
all  profits  received,  but  with  all  which,  without  fraud  or  wil- 
ful default,  he  might  have  received  from  the  mortgaged 
premises.  Loftics  v.  Swift,  2  Sch,  4*  Bef,  655 ;  Harvey  v. 
Tebbutt,  Jacob  ^  W,  R.  203 ;  Bermy  V.  Scioell,  Ibid,  630  ; 
Coote  on  Mortgages  557 ;  I  Powell  on  Mortgages  {by  Coven- 
try) 291,  note  D;  3  Ibid,  949,  953. 

The  mortgagee  was  not  in  the  actual  possession  of  the 
premises.  He  received  no  rents  or  profits  therefrom.  The 
mortgagor  remained  in  the  actual  possession  and  enjoyment 
of  the  premises,  until  June,  1863.  The  facts  relied  upon  to 
charge  the  mortgagee  with  the  profits,  are,  that  he  permitted 
the  mortgagor  to  remain  in  possession,  using  the  personal 
property  of  the  mortgagee,  and  to  carry  on  the  business  of 
making  cider  and  distilling  spirits,  Avith  the  assistance  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  to  some  extent  in  his  name.  The  evidence 
does  not  show  that  the  mortgagor  acted  as  the  agent  or  ten* 
ant  of  the  mortgagee,  or  that  he  in  any  way  attorned  to  him, 
or  recognized  his  right  to  the  possession  of  the  premises. 
Nor  was  the  mortgage  used  to  protect  the  possession  of  the 
mortgagor,  or  to  obstruct  a  recovery  by  the  judgment  cred- 
itor. Mere  laches  in  the  enforcement  of  his  demand,  is  no 
ground  to  deprive  the  mortgagee  of  his  interest. 

The  conduct  of  the  mortgagee  is  reconcilable  with  good 
faith.  It  was  confined  within  the  limits  of  his  legal  right, 
and  may  have  been  prompted  by  a  desire  to  relieve  the  ne- 
cessities of  the  mortgagor.  Putting  upon  it  the  most  unfa- 
vorable construction,  its  wrong  consisted  in  protecting  the 
personal  property  of  the  mortgagor  from  levy  and  sale  for 
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the  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of  judgment  creditors.  In 
Charles  v.  Dunbar^  4  Mete,  498,  it  was  held  that  where  a 
formal  entry  by  the  mortgagee,  was  to  aid  the  mortgagor  in 
protecting  the  produce  of  the  farm  from  attachment  by 
other  creditors,  it  did  not  affect  the  question  of  the  mortga- 
gee's liability  for  profits.  The  mortgagee  not  being  in  actual 
possession  by  himself,  or  his  tenant,  having  received  no  part 
of  the  profits,  and  not  having  used  his  mortgage  to  interfere 
with  the  claim  of  subsequent  encumbrancers,  or  to  protect  the 
possession  of  the  mortgagor,  is  not  chargeable  with  any  part 
of  the  profits.     The  account  will  be  suited  accordingly. 

The  complainants  have  filed  two  bills  of  foreclosure  ujwn 
two  mortgages,  both  of  which  were  in  their  hands  when  the 
first  bill  was  filed.  If  both  mortgages  cover  the  same  prem- 
ises, two  suits  were  unnecessary  and  oppressive,  and  the 
complainants  will  be  allowed  costs  but  in  one  suit.  It  is 
understood  that  the  filing  of  the  second  bill  was  rendered 
necessary,  by  the  fiict  that  the  mortgage  upon  which  the  first 
bill  was  filed,  covered  a  part  only  of  the  premises  included  in 
the  other  mortgage ;  a  circumsUince  which  escaped  attention 
at  the  time  of  filing  the  first  bill.  If  this  be  so,  proceedings 
in  the  first  suit  should  be  stayed,  and  the  second  suit  alone 
proceed  to  decree.     The  question  of  costs  will  be  reserved. 

There  must  be  an  order  of  reference,  to  ascertain  the 
amount  due  upon  the  complainants'  mortgages. 


Frederick  Norcom  vs,  Edward  Y.  Rogers. 

1.  A  lunatic  can  sue  only  by  his  committee  or  guardian,  who  is  respon- 
sible for  the  conduct  of  the  suit,  or  by  the  Attorney  Qeneral  or  next 
friend,  where  the  interests  of  the  guardian  clash  with  those  of  the  lanatic 

2.  If  a  complainant  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  to  be  a  lanatic,  and 
no  next  friend  or  committee  is  named  in  the  bill,  the  objection  may  be 
raised  by  demarrer,  or  by  motion  to  take  the  bill  from  the  files. 
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3.  A  bill  exhibited  by  a  person  of  unsound  mind  should  be  taken  from 
the  files. 

4.  The  bill  in  this  cause  having  been  filed  by  a  lunatic,  and  the  defend- 
ant having  demurred, leave  was  given  to  withdraw  the  demurrer,  and  bill 
ordered  to  be  taken  from  the  files. 

Kinxgrnanj  for  complainant. 
Rogers  J  pro  se. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  in  this  case  was  improvidently 
filed.  It  purports  to  be  exhibited  by  a  party  who  has  been 
found  to  be  a  lunatic,  in  his  own  name,  against  his  guardian. 
The  commission  has  not  been  superseded,  and  it  is  not  sug- 
gested that  any  step  has  been  taken  to  avoid  the  inquisition. 
So  far  as  appears  by  the  bill,  it  is  now  standing  and  in  full 
force. 

A  lunatic  sues  only  by  his  committee  or  guardian,  who  is 
responsible  for  the  conduct  of  the  suit,  or  by  the  Attorney 
General  or  next  friend,  where  the  interostij  of  the  guardian 
clash  with  those  of  the  lunatic.  1  Daniclla  Ch,  Pr,  8,  108 ; 
Stori/'s  Eq,  PL,  §  64,  65,  note;  Coopers  Eq,  PL,  32;  Mitford 
on  PL  {by  Jeremy)  29. 

The  right  of  appearing  and  prosecuting,  or  defending,  any 
action  in  any  of  the  courts  of  this  state,  in  person,  or  by  soli- 
citor or  attorney,  is  expressly  limited  by  statute  to  persons 
of  full  age  and  sound  memory.     Nix,  Dig,  654,  §  1. 

A  reference  to  the  contents  of  the  bill  in  this  case  manifests 
the  propriety  of  the  rule,  and  the  duty  of  strictly  enforcing 
it,  as  well  from  regard  to  the  interests  of  the  complainant,  as 
to  the  rights  of  the  defendant. 

The  objection,  if  it  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  bill,  may 
be  raised  by  demurrer,  or  by  motion  to  take  the  bill  from 
the  files.  2  Barbour  s  Ch.  Pr,  224 ;  Wartnoby  v.  Wartnaby^ 
Jacob's  R,  377. 

A  bill  exhibited  by  a  person  of  unsound  mind,  must  have 
been  filed  without  authority  of  law.  It  should,  therefore, 
be  taken  from  the  files.    This  course  saves  expense  and  avoids 
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the  necessity  of  enrolling  the  decree,  and  of  thus  spreading 
scandalous  or  impertinent  matter  upon  the  record. 

Leave  is  given  to  withdraw  the  demurrer,  and  the  bill  will 
be  ordered  to  be  taken  from  the  files. 


Clarissa  Howard  vs.  The  Executors  of  William  E. 
Howard  and  others. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  general  bequest  for  life  with  remainder  over,  the 
whole  property  must  be  sold  and  converted  into  money  by  the  executor, 
the  proceeds  invested,  and  the  interest  only  paid  to  the  legatee  for  life. 
The  rule  prevails,  except  there  is  an  indication  of  an  intention  on  the  part 
of  the  testator,  that  the  legatee  for  life  should  receive  the  property  be- 
queathed. 

2.  The  circumstance  that  a  bequest  of  general  personal  estate  is  in  the 
»ame  sentence  with  a  devise  of  the  real,  will  not  make  the  legacy  specific. 

3.  The  well  settled  rule  in  equity  is,  that  where  it  appears  that  there  is 
danger  that  the  principal  of  the  legacy  will  be  wasted  or  lost,  the  court 
will  protect  the  interest  of  the  legatee  in  remainder,  by  compelling  the 
legatee  for  life  to  give  security  for  the  safe  return  of  the  princiftal. 

4.  Under  like  circumstances,  the  executor  himself  will  be  required  to 
give  security  for  the  safety  of  the  fund. 


TuttUj  for  complainant. 

-4.  S,  Pennington,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.  William  E.  Howard,  in  and  by  his 
last  will  and  testament,  after  sundry  devises  and  bequests, 
including  specific  legacies  to  his  wife,  gave  the  residue  of  hifl 
estate,  real  and  personal,  to  his  wife  during  the  remainder  of 
her  natural  life ;  and  upon  her  death,  he  gave  the  same  to 
his  four  sisters  and  other  legatees. 

The  testator  died  in  1829.  The  executors  possessed  them- 
selves of  his  estate,  and  in  1861,  exhibited  an  account  tor 
settlement,  by  which  it  appears  that  after  the  jMxyment  of 
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debts  and  specific  legacies,  there  remained  in  their  hands  a 
residue  of  nearly  thirteen  thousand  dollars. 

The  widow  now  exhibits  her  bill  for  relief  against  the 
executors  and  legatees  in  remainder,  by  which  she  prays — 

1.  That  the  executors  may  be  decreed  to  account,  and  to 
pay  the  residue  of  the  estate  into  her  hands. 

2.  Alleging  that  the  income  is  insufficient  for  her  main- 
tenance, that  the  executors  may  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the 
complainant  such  sums  of  money  as  may  be  deemed  just  and 
reasonable  for  her  support  and  maintenance,  and  for  the  pay- 
ment of  her  debts. 

The  rule  is,  that  where  there  is  a  general  bequest  for  life 
with  remainder  over,  the  whole  must  be  sold  and  converted 
into  money  by  the  executor,  the  proceeds  invested,  and  the 
interest  only  paid  to  the  legatee  for  life.  Howe  v.  Uarl  of 
Dartmouth,  7  Vcsei/  137 ;  Randall  v.  HiisseUf  3  Mer.  193 ; 
(bvenhovc)i  v.  Shuler,  2  Faiffe  132 ;  Cavms  v.  Chauhert,  9 
Paige  163  ;  2  Kent's  Com,  353 ;  2  Story  s  Eq.  Jar,,  §  845  a; 
WiUards  Eq.  Jur.  332;  2  Williams  on  Exrs  {ed.  1849) 
1196 ;  liced  v.  Eddy,  2  Greens  JR.  176 ;  Ackermayis  Adrnrs 
V.  Vreelands  Exr,  1  McCarter  23. 

The  rule  prevails,  except  there  is  an  indication  of  an  inten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  tesUitor,  that  the  legatee  for  life  should 
receive  the  property  bequeathed.  Collins  v.  Collins,  2  Mylne 
4"  K.  703 ;  Pickerimj  v.  Pickeritig,  2  Beav,  31 ;  aS.  G  4 
Mylne  ^^  C  289;  1  Story's  Eq.,  §  604,  note  1. 

There  is  nothing  upon  the  lace  of  the  will  to  indicate  an 
intention  that  the  specific  property  should  be  reserved  by  the 
legatee.  The  circumstance  that  the  bequest  of  the  general 
jiei-sonal  estate  is  in  the  same  sentence  with  that  of  the  real, 
the  duvise  of  which  is  naturally  specific,  will  not  be  sufficient 
to  make  it  a  specific  legacy.  Howe  v.  Earl  of  Dartmouth, 
7  Vesey  137;  2  Williams  on  Exrs  1006. 

But  if,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  the  legatee  for  life  were 
entitled  to  receive  the  principal  of  the  legacy,  upon  the  facts 
disclosed  by  the  bill  and  answer,  and  by  the  evidence  in  the 
csise,  she  is  not  entitled  to  relief. 
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The  legatees  in  remainder,  by  their  answer,  allege  that 
there  is  danger  of  the  loss  of  the  fund  in  case  the  principal  is 
paid  to  the  legatee  for  life.  The  evidence  shows  the  existence 
of  such  danger.  Independent  of  the  evidence,  the  fact  is 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  complainant  s  bill ;  the  com- 
plainant herself  alleging  that  the  interest  of  the  fund  is  in- 
suflBcient  for  her  support,  and  praying  that  she  may  have  a 
reasonable  allowance  out  of  the  principal  of  the  fund  for  her 
support  and  maintenance,  and  for  the  payment  of  her  debts. 

The  well  settled  rule  in  equity  is,  that  where  it  appears 
that  there  is  danger  that  the  principal  of  the  legacy  will  be 
wasted  or  lost,  a  court  of  equity  will  protect  the  interest  of 
the  legatee  in  remainder  by  compelling  the  legatee  for  life  to 
give  security  for  the  safe  return  of  the  principal.  Folei/  v. 
Bumell,  1  Bro.  Ch.  C.  279 ;  Rowes  Exrs  v.  WhiUy  ante, 
p.  411;  Hudson  v.  Wad^sworth,  8  Conn.  348;  Langworthy 
V.  Chadwick,  13  Conn.  42 ;  Homer  v.  Shelton,  2  Mete.  206 ;  1 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  604 ;  2  Story  b  Eq.  Jur.,  §  845, 845  a.  And 
under  like  circumstances  the  executor  himself  will  be  required 
to  give  security  for  the  safety  of  the  fund.  Batten  v.  EarnUy, 
2  P.  W.  163 ;  Slayming  v.  Style,  3  F.  W.  335 ;  Bous  v.  iVb6&, 
2  Vern.  249 ;  1  Story  s  Eq.  Jur.,  §  603. 

There  is  no  ground  for  requiring  an  account  from  the  ex- 
ecutors. They  have  settled  their  account  in  the  Orphans 
Court.  There  is  no  pretence  of  mistake  or  fraud  in  the  set- 
tlement. The  interest  of  the  residue  has  been  regularly  paid 
over  to  the  complainant. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed. 


Amos  Thorp  and  William  Smallwood  ve.  Joseph  Petti 

1.  a  party,  who  seeks  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  miut  si 
that  be  hiis  performed,  or  b^en  ready  and  willing  to  perform,  all  tbf 
■ential  lernis  of  the  contract. 

2.  The  answer  of  the  defendant  being  directly  responsive  to  the 
gationB  of  the  bill,  and  a  full  denial  of  its  equity,  inj auction  di«( 
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The  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  the  commission  of  certain  acts,  alleged  to  be  in  viola- 
tion of  an  agreement  with  the  complainants,  and  to  compel 
a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement.  An  injunction  was 
issued  pursuant  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  The  defendant 
having  answered,  now  moves  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

Carpenter,  for  defendant,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

A  bill  for  specific  performance  rests  on  the  complainant's 
having  fiiithfully  performed  the  contract  on  his  part.  1 
Stori/'s  Eq.,  §  736 ;  Batten  on  Spec.  Perf.  108. 

Having  failed  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract,  the 
complainants  became  mere  trespassers,  and  would  be  liable 
in  that  character,  but  for  the  receipt  for  rent  given  by  tho 
defendant.  Taylor  on  Land,  ^  Ten.,  §  21-4;  Archholda 
Land.  <^  Ten.  58-9 ;  Doe  v.  Pullen,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  749. 

The  complainants'  have,  under  their  agreement,  a  mere 
equitable  interest.  There  is  no  part  performance.  They  are 
in  possession  under  the  old  lease.  Archbolds  Land.  «^  Ten. 
67;  Z  Zah.  112. 

The  contract  will  not  be  enforced.  6  Vesey  548 ;  12  Vesey 
464. 

Browning,  for  complainant,  contra. 

The  Chancellor,  The  bill  charges  that  in  the  year  1862, 
one  Joseph  D.  Pancoast,  being  in  possession  of  a  grist  mill  of 
the  defendant,  situated  in  the  city  of  Salem,  under  a  lease 
which  expired  on  the  25th  of  March,  1862,  the  defendant  en- 
tered into  a  parol  agreement  with  the  complainants,  that  if 
they  would  purchase  the  interest  of  Pancoast,  he,  the  defend- 
ant, would  lease  the  premises  to  the  complainants  at  a  speci- 
fied rent  for  the  term  of  three  years  and  six  months,  to  com- 
mence on  the  25th  of  September,  1861,  and  to  end  on  the 
25th  of  March,  1865 ;  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  would  not, 
at  the  said  city  of  Salem,  engage  in  or  carry  on  the  business 
of  grinding  grain  for  toll,  commonly  called  "  grist  work,"  or 
of  Belling  flour  or  feed,  except  the  ofel  of  such  grain  as  he 
might  grind  in  conducting  a  merchant  milling  business  at 


[  c&J^ 


$3 


i 


FEBRUAEY  TERM,  1864.  491 

Weatherby  v.  Slack. 

may  account  to  the  complainants  for  all  the  grain  so  ground, 
and  flour  and  feed  so  sold,  and  pay  to  the  complainants  the 
damages  they  have  sustained  by  reason  thereof;  and  that 
the  defendant  may  be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  his 
agreement  with  the  complainants  touching  the  said  lease. 
An  injunction  was  issued  pursuant  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill. 
The  defendant  having  answered,  now  moves  to  dissolve  the 
injunction. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  states  that  he  executed  the 
lease  for  six  months,  and  that  the  complainants  entered  into 
possession  of  the  demised  premises  by  virtue  thereof,  and 
that  he  subsequently  refused  to  execute  the  lease  for  three 
years,  because  the  complainants  failed  to  furnish  the  security 
for  the  performance  of  their  contract,  which  they  agreed  to 
do.  The  answer  further  alleges,  that  since  the  complainants 
have  been  in  possession  they  have  not  paid  the  taxes  upon 
the  premises,  nor  made  repairs  thereof,  as  by  their  agreement 
they  were  bound  to  do. 

It  is  incumbent  on  a  party  who  seeks  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  to  show  that  he  has  performed,  or 
been  ready  and  willing  to  perform,  all  the  essential  terms  of 
the  contract  on  his  part.  1  Fty  on  Spec.  Per/.  270,  §  608 ; 
Batten  on  Spec,  Perf,  108;  1  Story's  J^j.  Jur.^  §  736.  Upon 
this  point  the  answer  is  directly  responsive  to  the  allegations 
of  the  bill,  and  is  a  full  denial  of  its  equity. 
The  injunction  must  be  dissolved. 


Isaac  WiJatherby  vs.  PhiLii*  F.  Slack  and  others. 

1.  The  general  rule  is,  that  where  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises  has 
been  aliened  by  the  mortgagor  and  a  part  retained  by  him,  the  part  re- 
tained, as  between  the  mortgagor  and  bin  alienee,  is  primarily  chargeable 
with  the  debt. 

2.  The  real  question  in  such  cases  must  always  be,  who,  in  equity,  is 
bound  to  pay  the  debt  ?  The  debt  is  due  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  en- 
cumbrancers, and  his  portion  of  the  mortgaged  premises  must  primarily 
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bear  the  burden,  unless  it  be  shown  that  it  has,  hj  some  means,  been 
shifted  upon  the  portion  of  the  alienees.  This  fact  it  is  incumbent  opon 
the  mortgagor  to  establish 


Mr,  F.  VoorheeSy  for  complainant,  cited  Saxton  413 ;  2 
HalsL  CL  i2.  31;  2  Greens  Ch.  B.  125;  2  Beas.  400;  3 
Amer,  Law  Beg,  (iV.  S,)  154 ;  Addison  on  Contracts  2 ;  3 
Grem's  CL  B.  224. 

Mr,  Vroom^  for  defendants,  cited  Fngle  v.  Haines,  1  Saht 
Ch,  B,  186 ;   Wikoff  v.  Davis,  3  Greens  Ch.  B.  224. 

The  Chancellor.  The  bill  is  filed  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, given  by  Slack  and  wife  to  Aaron  Wills,  bearing  dat« 
on  the  twenty-third  of  August,  1851,  to  secure  the  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars,  and  by  Wills  assigned  to  the  complain- 
ant. 

On  the  fourth  of  December,  1851,  a  second  mortgage  on 
the  same  premises  was  given  by  Slack  and  wife  to  Sarah  N. 
Bowne,  to  secure  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  which 
was  subsequently  assigned,  and  is  now  held  by  Edward  Bowne 
and  Benajah  Woodward,  trustees,  two  of  the  defendants. 
These  mortgages  are  admitted  to  be  valid  and  subsisting  en- 
cumbrances upon  the  mortgaged  premises. 

On  the  sixteenth  of  August,  1858,  Slack  and  wife  executed 
a  third  mortgage  on  the  same  premises  to  Samuel  K.  Wilson, 
to  secure  the  sum  of  twenty-five  hundred  dollars,  which  was 
subsequently  assigned  by  him  to  the  firm  of  Wilson  &  Bond, 
and  was  by  them  delivered  up  to  the  mortgagor  to  be  can- 
celled, on  receiving  the  conveyance  hereinafter  mentioned. 

On  the  fourteenth  of  December,  1861,  Slack  and  wife  con- 
veyed a  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  Samuel  K.  Wil- 
son, with  covenant  of  general  warranty. 

The  only  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  that  portion  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  thus  conveyed  to  Wilson,  or  the 
part  retained  by  the  mortgagor,  shall  be  first  sold  to  satisfy 
the  encumbrances. 
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The  general  rule  is  admitted  to  be,  that  where  a  part  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  has  been  aliened  by  the  mort- 
gagor, and  a  part  retained  by  him,  the  part  retained,  as  be- 
tween the  mortgagor  and  his  alienee,  is  primarily  chargeable 
with  the  debt.  Shannon  v.  Maraelis,  Saxton  413 ;  Wikoff 
V.  Davis,  3  Greens  Ch.  R,  224 ;  Winters  v.  Henderson,  2 
Ealst  Ch,  R  31;  GaskUl  v.  Sine,  2  Beas.  400;  2  Story's 
Eq.  Jur.,  §  1233  6 ;  1  Wash,  on  Heal  Prop.  570. 

The  real  question  in  such  cases  must  always  be,  who  in 
equity  is  bound  to  pay  the  debt  ?  The  debt  is  due  from  the 
mortgagor  to  the  encumbrancers,  and  his  portion  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  must  primarily  bear  the  burden,  unless 
it  be  shown  that  it  has,  by  some  means,  been  shifted  upon 
the  portion  of  the  alienees.  This  fact,  it  is  incumbent  upon 
the  mortgagor  to  establish. 

The  mortgagor,  by  his  answer,  alleges  that  the  deed  to  Samuel 
K.  Wilson  for^a  j)artof  the  mortgaged  premises,  was  executed 
to  him  at  the  request  of  the  firm  of  Bond  &  Reading,  (the 
firm  being  composed  of  Samuel  K.  Wilson,  Joseph  W.  Bond, 
and  Franklin  Heading,)  and  that  it  was  well  understood  be- 
tween himself  and  the  said  Samuel  K.  Wilson,  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  the  other  parties,  that  the  property  conveyed  by 
the  said  deed  was  to  be  by  them  accepted,  and  the  same  was 
by  them  accepted,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  two  mort- 
gages upon  the  premises,  set  out  in  the  complainant's  bill ; 
and  he  insists  that  Wilson,  having  accepted  the  said  deed  for 
a  part  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  and  having  received 
the  same  in  full  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage 
of  8;iid  firm,  which  was  thereupon  given  up  to  be  cancelled, 
and  subject  to  the  payment  by  Wilson,  or  by  the  said  firm, 
of  the  said  two  mortgages,  the  balance  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  now  held  by  the  mortgagor,  is  not  liable  to  pay 
any  part  of  the  mortgages,  but  that  the  mortgagor,  by  virtue 
of  the  agreement  aforesaid,  is  entitled  to  hold  the  same  free 
and  discharged  therefrom. 

The  grantees  of  the  mortgagor,  by  their  answer,  deny  that 
they,  or  either  of  them,  ever  agreed  to  accept  a  conveyance 
Vol.  1.  2t 
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of  a  part  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgages  thereon,  or  that  such  deed  was  ac- 
cepted in  payment  of  their  debt.  They  allege  that  the  firra 
holding  a  mortgage  upon  the  whole  of  said  premises,  and  a  bill 
having  been  filed  for  the  foreclosure  thereof,  the  mortgagor, 
then  being  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  whole  of  said  premises, 
proposed  to  convey  the  same  to  the  complainants,  if  they 
would  discontinue  the  suit,  and  permit  him  to  occupy  the 
premises  one  year,  rent  free.  And  it  was  thereupon  agree<l 
between  the  parties,  that  the  said  Wilson  and  Bond  should 
discontinue  their  proceedings  to  foreclose,  and  permit  the 
mortgagor  to  occupy  the  premises  for  one  year,  free  of  rent, 
provided  he  would  pay  the  taxes,  insure  the  premises  against 
fire,  and,  together  with  his  wife,  execute  a  deed  for  the 
mortgaged  premises  to  the  said  firm,  or  to  such  person,  for 
their  use,  as  they  should  designate  ;  and  that  the  mortgaged 
premises  subject  to  the  encumbrances,  would  be  received  in 
satisfaction  of  their  mortgage.  They  further  allege  that  the 
deed  subsequently  made  by  the  mortgagor  to  Wilson,  was 
delivered  to  one  of  the  firm  of  Bond  and  Wilson,  under  the 
agreement  then  made,  and  was  accepted,  and  the  bond  and 
mortgage  surrendered,  upon  the  understanding  and  belief, 
and  under  the  representation  of  the  mortgagor,  that  the 
deed  covered  the  whole  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

The  issue  made  by  the  pleadings  is,  whether  the  grantees 
of  Slack,  the  mortgagor,  agreed  to  accept,  and  did  accept,  a 
deed  for  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises  in  payment  of  their 
mortgage,  and  upon  the  condition  of  their  paying  the  prior 
mortgages  upon  the  premises.  The  claim  of  the  mortgagor 
to  make  a  debt  due  from  himself  an  encumbrance  U|x>n  the 
land  of  his  grantees,  depends  upon  the  establishment  of  that 
fact  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court.  It  is  not  so  estalilishe*!. 
On  the  contrary,  I  think  the  decided  weight  of  the  evidence 
is,  that  Slack  agreed  to  make,  and-  the  grantees  to  accept,  a 
conveyance,  not  for  a  part,  but  for  the  whole  of  the  mortgaged 
prumises,  and  that  the  deed  actually  delivered  wiis  not  de- 
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livered  in  good  faith,  or  in  accordance  with  tho  agreement 
and  understanding  of  the  parties. 

The  mortgaged  premises  are  an  ordinary  town-lot,  consist- 
ing of  a  dwelling-house  and  lot  in  Mount  Holly,  fronting 
forty-four  feet  five  inches  on  High  street,  and  extending  in 
depth  one  hundred  and  eighty-eight  feet  one  inch ;  tho 
dwelling-house  occupying  the  front  of  the  lot,  and  a  stable 
standing  on  the  rear.  The  deed  to  Wilson  conveys  a  lot  one 
hundred  and  sixty-eight  feet  one  inch  in  depth,  thus  exclud- 
ing twenty  feet  of  the  rear  of  the  lot,  upon  which  the  stable 
stands.  The  description  of  the  premises  conveyed  by  the 
deed,  is  identical  with  that  covered  by  the  mortgage,  as  to 
course  and  distance,  excej)ting  in  the  length  of  a  single  line, 
80  that  the  variation,  even  if  the  deed  had  been  examined, 
would  not  be  very  likely  to  arrest  attention.  Nor  is  there 
anything  upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  indicating  that  it  was 
lor  a  part  only  of  the  lot  as  held  and  occu[)ied  by  the  mort- 
gagor. The  evidence  shows  that  the  part  of  the  lot  not 
included  in  the  deed,  is  worth  five  hundred  dollars,  and  that 
the  division  would  injure  the  value  of  the  entire  premises  to 
a  still  larger  amount.  That  mortgagees  who  had  commenced 
proc*eetlings  for  foreclosure  should  arrest  the  suit,  and  allow 
the  mortgagor  to  continue  a  year  in  possession,  rent  free, 
upon  receiving  a  title  for  the  premises  without  the  exi)ense 
of  litigation,  is  neither  incredible,  nor  improbable.  But  that 
they  should  at  the  same  time  consent  to  receive  title  for  a 
portion  of  the  premises,  by  which  their  security  was  seriously 
impaired,  is  not  probal.)le.  The  mortgagees  severally  deny 
that  they  ever  made  such  an  agreement.  They  all  state  that 
they  understood  the  deed  to  cover  the  entire  mortgaged  pre- 
mises, and  they  all  deny  that  a  word  was  ever  said  in  the  course 
of  the  negotiation,  about  conveying  less  than  the  whole  of  the 
mortgaged  premises.  The  partner  by  whom  the  negotiation  for 
the  conveyance  was  principally  conducted,  states  that  the  con- 
tract was  made  expressly  for  the  entire  lot.  But  tho  testimony 
of  the  mortgagor  himself  is  decisive  upon  this  point.  He 
says  that  he  proposed  to  convey  the  house ;  that  nothing 
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was  said  between  himself  and  the  grantees  as  to  the  quantity 
of  land  he  should  convey.  He  drew  the  deed  himself,  and 
included  in  the  description  so  much  land  as  he  deemed  suffi- 
cient to  pay  what  he  owed  them.  He  does  not  pretend  that 
the  attention  of  the  grantees  was  ever  called  to  the  descrip- 
tion as  he  had  drawn  it ;  that  he  ever  intimated  that  it  in- 
cluded only  a  part  of  the  lot  held  and  occupied  with  the 
house ;  or  that  they  supposed  or  believed  that  it  was  other 
than  a  conveyance  of  the  entire  lot  covered  by  their  mort- 
gage. The  evidence  incontestably  proves  that  the  grantees 
negotiated  for,  and  expected  to  receive,  a  deed  for  the  house 
and  lot  as  they  were  held  and  occupied  by  the  grantor.  It 
is  incredible  that  they  should  have  consent^  to  surrender  a 
bond  and  mortgage  upon  a  town  house  and  lot,  and  receive 
in  return  a  conveyance  for  the  house  alone,  or  so  much  land 
only  as  the  grantor  saw  fit  to  convey. 

The  land  not  conveyed  by  the  grantor  is  chargeable  with 
the  mortgage  debts,  and  must  be  sold  first  in  order.  There 
must  be  a  reference  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  upon  the 
mortgages. 


In  the  matter  of  Adam  S.  Chattin. 

1.  A  commission  of  lunacy  may  issue  where  the  alleged  lunatic  is  an 
infant. 

2.  The  issuing  of  a  commission  of  lunacy  rests  in  discretion. 

Carmartf  for  petitioner. 

The  Chancellor.  The  only  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  a  commission  of  lunacy  ought  to  issue,  the  alleged 
lunatic  being  a  minor. 

Infancy  is  no  bar  to  the  issuing  of  a  commission.  But 
where  a  guardian  has  been  appointed  for  the  infant,  his  con- 
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trol  over  the  person  and  estate  of  his  ward  ought  not  to  be 
interfered  with,  on  the  ground  that  the  ward  labors  under  a 
double  disability,  except  in  cases  of  clear  necessity.  Even 
where  the  lunatic  is  of  full  age  and  the  lunacy  manifest,  the 
issuing  of  the  commission  is  not  a  matter  of  course,  but  rests 
in  discretion.  It  will  be  issued  only  where  it  is  required  for 
the  interest  of  the  lunatic,  or  tx)  protect  the  rights  of  others. 
Ex  parte  Tomlinsonj  1  Ve^.  4*  £.  58 ;  Rebecca  Owinga'  ccuie, 

1  Bland's  Ch.  H.  290;  Stock  on  A'on  Comp.  95. 

In  the  case  of  Hahe^  an  infant  cited  in  Ex  parte  Southcot, 

2  Ves,  sen.  403,  a  commission  was  ordered  by  Lord  Hardwicke, 
on  the  application  of  a  party  who  was  entitled  to  the  rever- 
sion of  an  estate  after  the  death  of  the  alleged  lunatic,  although 
at  the  time,  the  infant  was  under  guardianship. 

In  Sherwood  v.  Sanderson,  19  Vesey  289,  Lord  Eldon, 
referring  to  a  case  within  his  recollection,  said  :  "  That  if  a 
lady  at  the  age  of  seventeen  or  eighteen  had  been  married  by 
an  adventurer  for  the  sake  of  her  fortune,  it  would  be  compe- 
tent for  the  Chancellor  to  direct  an  inquiry  whether  she  wa.s  of 
sound  mind  when  married,  and  whether  it  would  be  for  her 
benefit  that  a  commission  of  lunacy  should  issue."  And  see  2 
Collhuon  on  Lun.  217. 

The  authority  of  guardians  over  the  persons  and  estates  of 
infants,  and  the  power  which  this  court  exercises  over  the 
persons  and  estates  of  its  wards,  generally  renders  the  issuing* 
of  a  commission  of  lunacy  unnecessary  during  infancy ;  but 
if  any  circumstance  renders  it  necessary  or  expedient,  a  com- 
mission will  issue.  In  re  Flinty  cited  Shelf ord  on  Liin,  91 ; 
Macpherson  on  Infants,  560 ;  Stock  on  Non  Comp,  94. 

In  this  case,  the  infant,  though  entitled  to  property,  has 
no  guardian.  Being  over  the  age  of  fourteen,  he  cannot 
apply  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian,  as  prescribed  by 
the  statute.  His  property  requires  to  be  protected.  The 
issuing  of  the  commission,  therefore,  is  necessary  and  proper. 

2t* 
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In  the  matter  of  John  M.  B.  Child. 

1.  Where  the  alleged  lunatic  is  in  an  apylum,  the  commisMon  should  be 
executed  in  the  county  where  his  mansion  and  estate  are,  or  where  he  last 
resided  before  being  sent  to  the  asylum. 

2.  It  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  the  alleged  lunatic  should  be  be- 
fore the  jury.  A  commission  may  issue  where  he  is  a  non-resident,  or  tem- 
porarily absent  from  the  state,  and  where  it  is  imj»o.«»sible  for  the  jury  to  see 
him. 

3.  If  necessary,  the  court  will  order  the  party  having  the  alleged  luna- 
tic in  charge,  to  bring  him  before  the  jury. 

4.  Where  the  estate  of  the  lunatic  is  small,  the  court  will,  it  seems,  in 
order  to  avoid  inconvenience  and  expense,  order  the  commission  to  is^ue 
to  a  ditierent  county  from  that  in  which  ho  resided. 


A,  Mills  J  for  petitioner. 

The  Chancellor.  The  alleged  lunatic  is  an  inmate  of 
the  State  Lunatic  Asylum,  in  the  county  of  Mercer.  Before 
he  was  sent  to  the  asylum,  he  resided  in  the  county  of  Morris, 
where  his  property  is  situate.  In  which  county  shall  the 
commission  be  executed?  Neither  the  statute,  nor  the  rule.s 
of  the  court,  give  any  direction  on  the  subject.  The  regular 
practice  of  the  court  is,  to  direct  the  commission  to  be  exe- 
cuted in  the  county  where  the  lunatic  ordinarily  resides. 
This  is  in  accordance  with  the  ancient  practice  of  the  court. 
£x  parte  Baker,  1  Coopers  Ch.  Cas.  205 ;  S.  C,  19  Vesey 
340  ;  Ea- parte  Hall,  7  Vesoj  260;  Ex  parte  S7mth,  1  SwaJi- 
ston  4. 

In  ex  parte  Smithy  Lord  Eldon  said :  "  If  a  man  resident  in 
the  city  of  London,  were  conveyed  by  force  into  Essex,  he 
would  still  for  this  purpose  be  resident  in  the  city.  A  man 
cannot  be  said  to  reside  in  a  place,  to  which  he  has  been 
carried,  while  he  has  not  mind  enough  to  intend  a  change  of 
lesidence." 

The  execution  of  the  commission  in  the  county  where  his 
residence  was,  prior  to  his  removal  to  the  asylum,  and  whej"e 
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his  property  lies,  is  not  only  in  accordance  with  the  settled 
usage  of  the  court,  but  will  be  found  in  practice,  to  be  the 
most  convenient  and  appropriate  course.  If  there  be  any 
doubt  as  to  the  insanity  of  the  party,  the  investigation  and 
decision  of  that  question,  at  a  place  remote  from  his  family 
and  former  friends  and  associates,  would  be  open  to  grave 
observation.  The  inquisition,  moreover,  respects  not  only  his 
present  lunacy,  but  how,  and  when  it  originated.  It  extends 
also  to  the  alienations  made  by  him  of  his  real  estate;  the 
lands  which  still  remain  to  him,  and  their  value ;  who  are  his 
nearest  heirs,  and  their  ages.  All  these  questions  will  be 
most  conveniently  and  satisfactorily  investigated  in  the  place 
where  the  party  has  resided,  and  where  his  ])roperty  is.  In 
Southcot's  case  J  2  Fe-sr.  sen,  401,  the  alleged  lunatic  being 
abroad,  Lord  Hardwicke  ordered  the  commission  to  issue 
lo  the  county  where  the  mansion-house  and  a  groat  part  of 
the  estate  lay. 

The  objections  to  this  course,  that  the  jury  arc  entitled  to 
Pee  and  examine  the  party,  and  that  witnesses  who  can  speak 
most  satisfactorily  as  to  his  present  condition  of  mind,  will 
l)e  found  at  the  asylum,  are  not  insuperable. 

It  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that  the  party  should  be  be- 
fore the  jury,  and  in  cases  free  from  doubt,  it  is  perhaps  not 
usual. 

A  commission  may  issue  where  the  alleged  lunatic  is  a 
non-resident,  or  temporarily  absent  from  the  state,  and  where 
it  is  impossible  for  the  jury  to  see  him.  Ex  parte  Southcot, 
2  Vea.  sen.  401 ;  S.  C,  Ambler  109 ;  In  the  matter  of  Perkins, 
2  Johns.  Ch.  C.  124.;  In  the  matter  of  relit,  2  Faige  174; 
2  Barb.  Ch,  Pr.  230.  And  where  the  party  is  in  the  state, 
and  accessible,  he  may  be  seen  by  some  of  the  commissioners, 
and  of  the  jurors.  The  material  point  is,  that  the  minds  of 
the  jurors  should  be  satisfied.  Ex  parte  Smith,  1  Swanston 
7  ;  Case  of  Covenhoven,  Saxton  19. 

Or,  if  necessary,  an  order  will  be  made  by  the  court  that 
the  party  having  the  lunatic  in  charge,  should  have  him  be- 
fore the  jury.   Shelf,  on  Lun.  91;  2  Hoffman  s  Ch.  Pr.  252. 
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It  seems  from  one  or  two  modern  cases,  that  where  the  es- 
tate of  the  lunatic  is  small,  the  court,  in  order  to  avoid  in- 
convenience and  expense,  will  order  the  commission  to  issue 
to  a  different  county  from  that  in  which  the  alleged  lunatic 
resides.  In  re  Waters^  2  Mylne  ^  C,28>\  Inre  MUU,  Ibid, 
note  a. 

The  residence  of  the  party  must  be  deemed  to  be  where 
his  mansion  and  property  are,  or  where  his  last  residence 
was,  before  he  came  to  the  asylum.  In  the  absence  of  very 
special  cause  for  a  different  course,  the  commission  should 
issue  and  be  executed  accordingly. 


O^SES 
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THE  PREROGATIVE  COURT 

OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY, 

FEBRUARY  TERM,  1863. 


Henry  W.  Green,  Esq.,  Ordinary. 


Ezra  Gould,  appellant,  and  Jane  Tingley,  executrix  of 
David  D.  Tingley,  respondent. 

1.  Where  the  notice  requiring  creditors  to  present  their  claims,  has  been 
given  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  Orphans  Court,  under  section  3d  of 
the  *'act  concerning  the  estates  of  persons  who  die  insolvent,"  {Nix.  Dig. 
386.)  the  creditor  cannot  be  admitted  to  a  dividend  of  the  estate,  unless  his 
claim  has  been  presented  under  oath,  within  the  time  limited  by  the  order. 

2.  Nor  does  it  obviate  the  necessity  of  presenting  the  claim  under 
oath,  that  the  order  and  notice  requiring  claims  to  be  exhibited,  were  made 
by  the  surrogate  under  section  22nd,  of  the  act  of  1855.      (AIj.  Dig.  589.) 

3.  The  act  of  1855,  on  proceeding  under  a  rule  to  bar  creditors,  having 
required  the  claim  of  the  creditor  to  be  made  under  oath,  dispensed  with 
the  necessity  of  a  second  presentment  of  the  same  claim  under  proceedings 
to  declare  the  estate  insolvent. 

4.  The  requirements  of  both  acts  are  imperative,  not  directory  merely. 

5.  The  question  involving  the  construction  of  a  recent  statute,  the  decree 
is  made  without  costa  against  the  appellant. 
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This  case  came  before  the  Ordinary  on  an  appeal  from  the 
decree  of  the  Orphans  Court  of  the  county  of  Essex.  The 
appelhint,  a  creditor  of  the  estiite  of  David  D.  Tingley,  had 
presented  his  claim  to  the  executrix,  not  under  oath.  The 
claim  was  not  reported  to  the  court.  An  application  was 
made  to  compel  the  executrix  to  report  the  claim.  The  ap- 
plication was  denied,  and  it  w^as  ordered  that  the  claim  be  not 
included  among  the  debts  of  the  estate,  and  that  the  execu- 
trix make  distribution  of  the  estate  among  the  creditors  who 
had  presented  their  claims  under  oath.  From  this  decree 
the  creditor  has  appealed. 

Huhhellf  for  appellant. 

Williamsoyiy  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary.  On  the  twenty-eighth  of  August,  1861, 
an  order  was  made  by  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  Essex, 
under  the  provision  of  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  act 
of  1855,  (Xix.  Dig.  589,  §  70,)  directing  the  executrix  of  the 
estate  of  David  D.  Tingley,  to  give  notice  to  the  creditors  of 
the  estate  to  bring  in  their  claims,  under  oath,  within  nine 
months  from  the  date  of  the  order.  The  notice  was  duly 
published.  The  claim  of  the  appellant  was  not  presented  to 
the  executrix  under  oath.  On  the  seventh  of  January,  1862, 
under  tho  provision  of  the  twenty-fourth  section  of  the  same 
act,  the  executrix  was  authorized  to  proceed  as  though  the 
estate  of  the  decedent  was  insolvent,  agreeably  to  the  "act 
concerning  the  estates  of  persons  who  die  insolvent."  On  the 
fifteenth  of  September,  1862,  the  executrix  made  a  report  of 
the  claims  and  demands  exhibited  against  the  estate,  not  in- 
cluding the  demand  of  Ezra  Gould,  the  appellant.  An  appli- 
cation was  subsequently  made  to  the  Orphans  Court,  to  compel 
the  executrix  to  include  the  claim  of  Gould,  in  her  report  of 
the  claims  against  the  estate,  in  order  that  a  dividend  might 
be  paid  thereon.  This  application  was,  upon  hearing,  denied, 
and  it  was  ordered  that  the  claim  be  not  included  among  the 
debts  of  the  estate.    The  estate  was  declared  in8olvent|  and 
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the  executrix  directed  to  make  distribution  of  the  estate 
among  the  creditors  who  had  presented  their  claims  under 
oath.  From  the  order  refusing  to  admit  his  claim  to  a  divi- 
dend, and  also  from  the  final  decree  of  distribution,  the 
creditor  has  appealed  to  this  court. 

If  the  notice  in  this  case,  requiring  the  creditors  to  present 
their  claims,  had  been  given  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the 
Orphans  Court,  agreeably  to  the  third  section  of  the  "  act 
concerning  the  estate  of  persons  who  die  insolvent,"  {Nix. 
Dig.  386,)  it  is  well  settled  that  the  creditor  could  not  be  ad- 
mitted to  a  dividend  of  the  estate,  unless  his  claim  had  been 
presented  to  the  executrix  under  oath,  within  the  time  limited 
by  the  order.  Vandyke  v.  Chandler,  5  Hcdst.  R,  49 ;  Cop- 
puck  V.  Wilson,  3  Oreens  H.  75. 

The  only  question  is,  whether  any  change  in  this  regard 
was  effected  in  the  law  by  the  act  of  1855,  where  the  notice 
requiring  the  claims  to  be  exhibited  was  given  pursuant  to 
an  order  of  the  surrogate. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  no  change  w^a^s  intended  to  be  made 
by  the  act  of  1855,  in  the  proceedings  in  regard  to  insolvent 
estates,  except  so  far  as  is  expressly  provided  by  the  twenty- 
fourth  section  of  the  act.  By  that  section  it  is  provi<led  that, 
when  an  order  shall  be  obtained,  and  notice  given,  a^a-eeably 
to  the  twenty-second  section  of  the  said  act,  if  within  ten 
months  thereafter,  the  executor  shall  make  ap[)lication  for  that 
purpose  as  prescribed  by  the  act,  he  may  take  all  proceedings, 
and  make,  by  order  of  the  court,  all  sales  of  real  estate  that 
may  be  authorized  by  the  "  act  concerning  the  estate  of  per- 
sons who  die  insolvent,"  without  proceeding  as  is  re(iuired 
by  the  third  section  of  that  act.  It  is  merely  a  substitution 
of  the  order  and  notice  under  the  twenty-second  section  of 
the  act  of  1855,  for  the  order  and  notice  under  the  third 
section  of  the  act  respecting  insolvent  estates.  Under  the 
two  statutes,  the  order  is  made  and  the  notice  given  for 
different  purposes.  Under  the  act  of  1855,  they  are  designed 
primarily  to  operate  as  a  limitation  to  the  right  of  action 
against  the  executor.  Under  the  act  respecting  insolvent 
estates^  the  primary  design  is  to  ascertain  the  shares  to  which 
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the  creditors  are  severally  entitled  in  the  distribution  of  the 
estate.  Both  statutes  require  the  claim  of  the  creditor  to  be 
presented  within  a  limited  time,  under  oath.  Under  the  fif- 
teenth section  of  the  act  for  the  limitation  of  actions,  {Nix. 
Dig,  571,  §  21,)  the  claim  of  the  creditor  was  not  required  to 
be  made  under  oath.  Nor  was  the  law,  in  this  respect,  altered 
by  the  act  of  1849,  for  the  relief  of  legatees  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  recovery  of  legacies  and  distributive  shares.  The 
latter  act  (section  3)  simply  requires  the  claims  to  be  pre- 
sented in  writing,  specifying  the  amount  claimed,  and  the 
particulars  of  the  claim.  But  the  twenty-second  section  of 
the  act  of  1855,  which  seems  to  have  been  designed  to  some 
extent  as  a  substitute  for  the  former  acta,  requires  the  claims 
against  the  estate  to  be  made  under  oath,  as  in  case  of  insol- 
vent estates.  A  rule  taken  to  limit  creditors,  and  publica- 
tion made  under  the  former  statutes  were  of  no  avail,  if  the 
estate  was  declared  insolvent,  for  the  claim  was  not  exhibited 
under  oath.  A  new  order  and  publication  were  necessary. 
But  the  act  of  1855,  on  proceeding  under  rule  to  bar  creditors, 
having  required  the  claim  of  the  creditor  to  be  made  under 
oath,  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of  a  second  presentment 
of  the  same  claim  under  proceedings  to  declare  the  estate 
insolvent. 

It  is  urged  that  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  1855,  are 
directory  merely,  and  not  imperative.  Both  acts  are  ahke 
imperative  in  their  terms.  The  consequence  to  the  creditor 
for  not  exhibiting  his  claim  under  the  one  act  is,  that  he 
shall  be  deprived  of  his  dividend  in  the  distribution  of  the 
estate ;  under  the  other,  that  he  shall  be  barred  of  his  action 
against  the  executor.  No  reason  is  perceived,  nor  is  any 
suggested,  why  the  requirement  in  the  one  case,  should  he 
regarded  as  imperative,  and  in  the  other,  as  directory.  The 
clause  in  the  twenty -second  section  of  the  act  of  1855,  which 
declares  that  if  the  creditor  shall  neglect  to  exhibit  his  claim 
within  the  time  limited,  he  shall  be  barred  of  his  action,  must 
be  construed  to  mean  an  exhibition  of  his  claim  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  law.  To  require  that  the  claim  should  be  ex- 
hibited under  oath,  and  then  to  permit  an  exhibition  of  the 
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claim  not  under  oath,  to  satisfy  the  requirement,  would  ren- 
der the  enactment  nugatory. 

But  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  requirement  of  the  twenty- 
second  section  of  the  act  of  1855,  so  far  as  respects  the  limi- 
tation of  the  claims  of  creditors,  is  directory  merely,  it  Ciinnot 
aid  the  claim  of  the  appellant,  nor  in  any  wise  affect  the 
rights  of  the  creditor  under  the  act  respecting  insolvent  es- 
tates. Under  that  act  it  is  clear,  that  the  claim  of  the 
creditor  must  be  presented  under  oath,  in  order  to  entitle  it 
to  be  included  among  the  claims  of  creditors  in  the  report 
of  the  executor,  or  to  entitle  the  creditor  to  a  dividend  of 
the  estate.  Admitting  that  the  creditor  was  not  barred  of 
his  action  against  the  executrix,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1855,  he  is  barred  of  all  claim  for  a  dividend  under  the 
act  respecting  insolvent  estates.  Whether  the  order  is  made, 
and  notice  given  under  the  act  of  1856,  or  under  the  act  re- 
specting insolvent  estates,  is  immaterial.  In  either  contin- 
gency, the  presentment  of  thei,  claim  by  the  creditor  under 
oathy  is  a  prerequisite  to  his  receiving  a  dividend  of  the  in- 
solvent estate.  No  recognition  of  the  claim  by  the  executrix, 
or  by  the  court,  can  supply  the  place  of  the  statutory  re- 
quirement. 

The  decree  of  the  Orphans  Court  was  correct,  and  must 
be  aflSrmed.  As  the  question  presented  involves  the  con- 
struction of  a  recent  sUitute,  in  regard  to  which  there  was 
room  for  doubt,  the  decree  is  made  without  costs  against  the 
appellant. 


MAY    TERM,    1863. 

Brooks  Sayre,  administrator  of  Isaac  Sayre,  deceased,  ap- 
pellant, and  Anthony  S.  Sayre,  respondent* 

1.  Evidence  taken  under  an  order  of  the  Prerogative  Court  to  be  used 
upon  the  hearing  of  an  appeal,  is  competent. 

Vol.  I.  2u 
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2.  It  is  no  valid  objection  to  a  decree  of  distribation,  that  it  is  made  in 
favor  of  parties  who  are  not  applicants  therefor,  and  whose  shares  have 
been  satisfied  or  released. 

3.  The  decree  of  distribution  is  final  and  conclusive  between  the  admin- 
istrator and  the  distributees,  as  to  the  amount  of  each  share,  and  the  party 
entitled  to  receive  it.  It  is  an  effectual  protection  to  the  administrator, 
against  all  claims  for  moneys  paid  pursuant  thereto,  though  it  should  prove 
that  the  decree  was  erroneous,  and  the  money  paid  to  a  party  not  entitled. 

4.  The  remedy  by  a  party  deprived  of  his  rights  by  the  decree,  is  not 
against  the  administrator,  but  against  the  distributees  who  have  wrongfully 
received  the  estate.  In  their  favor,  as  against  the  rightful  claimant,  the 
decree  does  not  operate. 

5.  It  is  no  part  of  the  office  of  a  decree  of  distribution,  to  settle  whether 
the  share  has  been  paid,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  whether  the  legal  or  equi- 
table interest  in  the  fund  may  have  been  assigned.  Its  office  is  simply  de- 
claratory of  the  rights  of  the  legal  representatives  or  next  of  kin  in  the 
estate  of  the  intestate. 

6.  The  question,  whether  an  administrator  has  actually  paid  a  claim 
under  the  order  of  distribution  or  not,  can  only  be  properly  tried  by  suit. 

7.  But  no  action  can  be  brought  by  the  claimant,  until  the  decree  of  dis- 
tribution is  made.  The  decree,  it  would  seem,  must  of  necessity  be  made, 
in  order  that  the  right  may  be  properly  tried  and  decided. 

8.  The  decree  upon  the  final  settlement  and  allowance  of  adrainistrator'i 
accounts,  is  final  and  conclusive  upon  all  parties  interested.  It  ascertains 
and  declares  the  net  balance  in  the  administrator's  hands,  and  the  sum  for 
which  he  must  account  to  the  distributees. 

9.  The  order  for  distribution  may  be  made  at  the  instance  of  the  admin- 
istrator, or  of  any  one  of  the  distributees.  If  made  at  the  time  of  the  set- 
tlement, no  further  notice  is  necessary. 

10.  A  separate  decree  cannot  be  made  at  the  instance  of  each  of  the 
claimants. 

11.  One  decree  only,  can  protect  the  administrator. 


Bradley,  for  appellant. 

C.  Parker,  for  respondent. 

Cixses  cited  by  appellant's  counsel.  Comet  on  Courts  216, 
§  3 ;  Hall's  Adm.  Prac.  101 ;  Chambers  v.  Sunderland, 
JIalst.  Dig.  216,  §  3 ;  Bead  v.  Drake,  1  Green's  CL  E.  78. 

Cases  cited  by  respondent's  counseL    4  Grif.  An,  Law 
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Reg,  1192;  Hancock  v,  Hubbard,  19  Fick,  172;  Proctor  v. 
Newhall,  17  Mass,  93;  Osgood  v.  Breed's  heirs,  Ibid,  35G; 
The  Ordinary  v.  The  Executors  of  Smith,  3  Greens  H.  93. 

The  Ordinary.  At  the  term  of  April,  1852,  in  the 
Orphans  Court  of  the  county  of  Essex,  a  decree  was  made  for 
the  final  settlement  and  allowance  of  the  account  of  Brooks 
Sayre,  administrator  of  Isaac  Sayre,  deceased,  by  which  it 
appeared  that  there  remained  in  his  hands,  of  the  estate,  a 
net  balance  of  $3091. 22J.  At  the  same  time  an  order  was 
made  that  the  administrator  distribute  and  {)ay  over  the  said 
sum  to  the  persons  entitled  by  law  to  receive  the  same. 

On  the  twenty-seventh  of  March,  1855,  on  the  petition 
of  Anthony  S.  Sayre,  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  intestate, 
an  order  was  made  thajt  cause  be  shown  before  the  court  on 
the  twenty-fourth  of  April,  then  next,  why  a  decree  of  dis- 
tribution should  not  be  made,  as  prayed  for  in  the  petition. 
On  the  said  twenty-fourth  day  of  April,  evidence  having  been 
taken,  a  formal  decree  of  distribution  was  made,  by  which 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  intestate  are  designated,  their  respective 
shares  ascertained,  and  the  share  due  to  each  directed  to  be 
paid  accordingly.  From  this  decree  the  administrator  ap- 
pealed. Pending  the  appeal,  evidence  has  been  taken  in  this 
court,  under  an  order  of  the  late  Ordinary,  tending  to  show 
that  one  of  the  children  of  the  intestate,  to  whom  the  decree 
directed  one  of  the  distributive  shares  to  be  paid,  died 
several  yeara  previous  to  the  decree ;  that  the  distributees,  to 
whom  one  or  more  of  the  other  shares  were  directed  to  be 
paid,  were  satisfied  in  whole  or  in  part,  prior  to  the  decree; 
and  that  the  distributees  of  two  of  the  shares  bad,  prior  to 
the  decree,  executed  to  the  administrator  a  release  of  their 
claims. 

Of  the  competency  of  evidence  taken  under  an  order  of  this 
court  to  be  used  upon  the  hearing  of  an  appeal,  there  can  be 
no  doubt.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  taking  of  additional 
evidence  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  to  be  used  upon  the 
hearing  before  an  appellate  tribunal,  is  apparently  iucongru* 
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ous,  and  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  tUe  established  principles 
l)Oth  of  the  courts  of  commoa  law  and  of  equity.  But  the 
well  settled  rule  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  is,  that  such  evi- 
dence is  admissible,  and  the  uniform  practice  of  this  court  is 
in  accordance  with  that  rule.  Conset^s  Ecdes,  Prac.  216, 
part  5,  sec.  5,  §  3;  HalVs  Adm.  Frac.  101;  Chajnbers  v. 
Sunderland,  HahL  Dig,  216,  §  3;  Read  v.  Drake,  1  Grreens 
Ch,  R,  78. 

The  rule,  as  stated  by  Conset,  is  that  "  in  a  cause  of  appeal 
irom  a  definitive  sentence^  it  is  lawful,  both  for  the  party  ap- 
pealing, and  the  party  appellate,  to  allege  things  not  alleged 
belore  the  judge  from  whom  it  is  appealed;  and  to  prove 
things  not  proved,  so  as  the  publication  of  the  witnesses  pro- 
duced in  the  first  instance  hinder  not.  But  it  is  otherwise 
in  a  cause  of  appeal  from  grievances,  which  ought  to  be 
]>roved  by  the  proceedings,  and  the  act  of  the  judge  from 
whom  it  is  appealed." 

It  would  seem  from  the  reported  language  of  Chancellor 
Williamson,  in  Chambers  v.  Sunderland,  that  he  regarded 
the  rule  as  not  of  general  application ;  but  the  brief  note  of 
the  opinion  furnishes  no  clue  as  to  what  he  regarded  as  the 
nature,  or  extent  of  its  limitation.  It  will  perhaps  be  found 
to  extend  only  to  that  class  of  cases  in  which  the  Prerogative 
Court  exercises  original,  as  well  as  appellate  jurisdiction. 
However  this  may  be,  the  present  case  is  clearly  within  the 
operation  of  the  rule. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  decree  of  the  Orphans  Court  is 
illegal,  because  it  appears  that  the  decree  is  made  in  favor 
of  parties  who  were  not  applicants  for  the  decree,  and  whose 
shares  are  shown  to  have  been  satisfied  or  released.  It  is 
claimed  that  the  decree  should  be  made  only  in  favor  of  such 
of  the  next  of  kin  as  apply  for  the  decree ;  and  that  no  decree 
can  or  ought  to  be  made  in  favor  of  a  party  whose  claim  is 
shown  to  be  satisfied  or  released.  Upon  the  argument,  the 
objection  appeared  to  me  to  have  much  weight,  inasmuch  as 
there  appears  upon  the  record,  a  final  decree  against  the 
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administrator,  in  favor  of  a  party  whose  claim  is  in  fact  ex- 
tinguished. 

But  I  am  satisfied  that  the  objection  is  not  well  founded, 
and  that  the  apparent  difficulty  results  from  mistaking  the 
true  office  and  operation  of  the  decree  for  distribution.  The 
decree  is  undoubtedly  final  and  conclusive  between  the  ad- 
ministrator and  the  distributees,  as  to  the  amount  of  each 
share,  and  as  to  the  party  entitled  to  receive  it.  Thus,  in  an 
action  against  the  administrator  for  the  recovery  of  a  dis- 
tributive share,  it  would  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  amount 
to  which  the  plaintiflF  is  entitled.  So  the  decree  would  be  an 
effectual  protection  to  the  administrator,  against  all  claims 
for  moneys  paid  pursuant  to  the  decree,  although  it  should 
prove  that  the  decree  was  erroneous,  and  the  money  paid  to 
a  party  not  entitled.  The  remedy  in  such  case,  by  a  party 
who  has  been  deprived  of  his  rights  by  the  decree,  is  not 
against  the  administrator,  but  against  the  distributees  who 
have  wrongfully  received  the  est^ite.  In  their  favor,  as 
against  the  rightful  claimant,  the  decree  would  not  operate. 
This  subject  was  considered  and  decided  by  this  court  in  the 
recent  case  of  Extort,  Adm'r,  v.  Zvle,  1  McCarter  501,  where 
the  Chief  Justice  sat  and  advised  with  the  Ordinary. 

But  even  as  between  the  administrator  and  the  distributee, 
the  decree  is  final  only  as  to  the  amount  of  the  respective 
shares,  and  the  persons  entitled  by  law  to  receive  them.  It 
is  no  part  of  the  office  of  the  decree,  to  settle  whether  the 
share  has  been  paid  in  whole  or  in  part ;  or  whether  the 
le^al  or  equitable  interest  in  the  fund  may  have  been  as- 
signed. The  law  settles  with  great  precision,  to  whom  the 
shares  of  the  estate  shall  be  allotted  in  making  the  distribu- 
tion.    Nix,  Dig.  278,  §  12,  13. 

The  office  of  the  decree  is  simply  declaratory  of  the  rights  of 
the  legal  representatives,  or  next  of  kin,  in  the  estate  of  the 
intestate.  Beyond  that,  it  professes  not  to  decide,  and  in  the 
very  nature  of  the  case,  it  can  decide  nothing.  The  claims 
may  be  paid,  or  released,  or  transferred  to  other  parties,  but 
these  are  questions  with  which  the  decree  has  no  concern, 

2u* 
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and  which  the  court  have  neither  the  power,  nor  the  means 
of  investigating.  If  the  administrator  should  allege  that  he 
had  paid  the  claim,  how  is  that  queation  to  be  settled  ?  It 
can  only  be  properly  tried  by  suit.  But  no  action  can  be 
brought  by  the  claimant,  until  the  decree  of  distribution  is 
made.  The  decree,  it  would  seem,  must  of  necessity  be  made, 
in  order  that  the  right  may  be  properly  tried  and  decided. 

In  like  manner  the  decree  upon  the  final  settlement  and 
allowance  of  the  administrator  s  accounts,  is  final  and  con- 
clusive upon  all  parties  interested.  It  ascertains  and  de- 
clares the  net  balance  in  the  administrator's  hands.  It  fixes 
the  sum  for  which  he  must  account  to  the  distributees.  But 
whether  it  has  been  already  paid,  or  is  still  in  the  hands  of 
the  administrator,  it  does  not  decide.  It  leaves  that  to  be 
a^-certained  and  settled  when  the  claim  shall  come  to  be  en- 
forced. The  general  decree  for  distribution,  which  was 
formerly  in  common  use,  simply  directed  the  balance  to  be 
paid  to  the  persons  entitled  by  law  to  receive  the  same.  The 
special  order  for  distribution,  ascertains  further  who  those 
persons  are.  But  it  does  not  profess  to  settle  whether  the 
claims  have  been  paid,  or  released,  or  assigned,  any  more 
than  does  the  general  decree  for  the  settlement  of  the  estate. 
The  order  for  distribution  may  be  made  at  the  instance  of 
the  administrator,  or  of  any  one  of  the  distributees.  If  made 
at  the  time  of  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  it  is  consequent 
upon  the  decree  for  settlement.  No  further  notice  is  neces- 
sary. The  notice  to  the  next  of  kin  is  in  most  cases  con- 
structive, not  actual  notice.  The  decree  for  distribution'ia 
made  in  their  absence,  without  any  actual  knowledge  of  the 
proceeding.  How  is  the  court,  under  such  circumstances,  to 
decide  whether  payments  claimed  to  have  been  made  by  the 
administrator,  have  been  made  or  not?  The  rights  of  the 
}>arty  cannot  thus  be  decided.  The  statute  does  not  au- 
tliorize  it. 

Nor  can  a  separate  decree  be  made  at  the  instance  of 
each  of  the  claimants.  The  statute  clearly  contemplates 
but  one  decree.  By  one  decree  only,  can  the  administrator  be 
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effectually  protected.  The  decrees,  if  several,  may  vary  in 
amount.  It  may  appear  upon  the  first  application,  that  there 
are  but  two  claimants,  and  the  applicant  may  receive  the 
half  of  the  estate,  when  it  may  subsequently  prove  that 
there  were,  in  truth,  three  or  more.  Making  separate  decrees 
must  lead  to  endless  difficulty.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  proper 
practice  was  adopted  by  the  Orphans  Court  in  this  case. 
Even  if  the  evidence  now  before  this  court,  as  to  the  payment 
and  release  of  some  of  the  claims,  had  been  before  them,  it 
would  have  been  irrelevant  to  the  question  which  they  were 
called  on  to  decide.  For  the  same  reason,  I  deem  it  irrele- 
vant to  the  question  at  issue  here. 

The  evidence  taken  before  the  Orphans  Court,  has  not 
been  sent  up  with  the  papers.  It  does  not  appear  that  it  was 
reduced  to  writing.  The  evidence  taken  on  the  appeal, 
shows  that  Hannah  Ward,  one  of  the  distributees,  died  on 
the  seventeenth  of  May,  1819.  When  the  intestate  died, 
does  not  appear,  nor  whether  Hannah  survived  him.  She 
left  an  only  daughter,  whose  claim  against  the  estate  appears 
to  have  been  satisfied.  The  share  of  Katy  Thom[)son,  one 
of  the  sisters  of  the  intestate,  is  by  the  decree  directed  to  be 
paid  to  Sarah  Morgan  and  Moses  Thompson,  two  of  her 
children.  It  appears  that  she  left  two  other  children,  viz. 
.Aaron  0.  Thompson,  and  Elizabeth,  who  married  John 
Harvey  Jaques.  Whether  they  are  living  or  dead;  and  if 
dead,  when  they  died ;  or  w^iether  they  left  issue,  does  not 
appear.  All  the  children  have  released  their  claim  upon  the 
estate.  In  regard  to  both  these  shares,  the  decree  will  pro- 
bably require  to  be  corrected.  The  evidence,  as  it  stands, 
does  not  show  clearly  who,  at  the  date  of  the  decree,  were  the 
legal  representatives  of  those  shares.  It  can  in  no  wise  afiect 
the  real  matter  in  controversy.  The  number  of  shares  de- 
clared, and  the  amount  apportioned  to  each  of  the  other  dis- 
tributees, is  admitted  to  be  correct. 

The  decree  will  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  facts, 
upon  the  production  of  the  proper  evidence,  or  by  consent  of 
counsel,  without  costa  to  either  party  as  against  the  other. 
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John  J.  Vreeland  and  wife  vs.  Henry  Schoonmaker, 
administrator  of  Enoch  J.  Vreeland,  deceased. 

1.  The  act  of  1852,  '*for  the  better  eecuring  the  property  of  married 
women,"  Xix.  Dig.  503,  confers  upon  the  wife  no  power  of  aliening  or 
disposing  of  her  separate  property  ;  she  can  only  do  so  by  the  consent, 
and  with  the  concurrence  of  her  husband.  She  has  the  right  of  owner- 
ship, without  the  power  of  disposition. 

2.  The  right  of  the  husband  to  the  wife's  choses  in  action,  as  well  as  to 
her  other  property,  real  and  personal,  was  extinguished  by  the  act  of  1852. 

3.  A  bond  given  to  the  wife  in  her  own  name,  and  accepted  by  her  in 
lieu  of  specific  real  and  personal  property  to  which  she  was  entitled  by 
inheritance,  remains  absolutely  hers,  as  if  she  were  a  single  female,  and  if 
not  subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband. 

4.  The  payment  of  such  bond  at  its  maturity  to  the  husband,  its  subse- 
quent investment  by  him  in  his  own  name,  without  objection  by  the  wife, 
and  his  receipt  of  the  interest,  is  no  evidence  (since  the  act  of  lSo2)  of  the 
transfer  of  the  })roperty  from  the  wife  to  the  husband,  or  of  the  determi- 
nation of  her  interest. 

5.  The  reduction  of  a  choM.  in  action  (the  separate  property  of  the  wife) 
into  possession,  by  the  husband,  without  the  consent  of  the  wife,  does  not 
change  the  title  of  the  property.  The  husband  is  accountable  for  so  much 
of  the  estate  of  the  wife,  secured  to  her  separate  use,  as  has  come  into  hit 
hands. 

6.  Irrespective  of  the  rights  of  the  wife  under  the  act  of  1852,  it  is  not 
every  reduction  by  the  husband,  of  the  wife's  choses  in  action  into  posses- 
sion, that  will  vest  the  property  absolutely  in  the  husband.  The  ownership 
follows  the  will  of  the  husband.  But  under  that  act,  the  husband  has  no 
right  to  convert  the  wife's  choses  in  action  to  his  own  use.  Such  conver- 
sion is  a  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  wife. 

7.  The  wife's  assent  to  the  reduction  by  the  husband,  of  her  choses  in 
action  into  possession,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  re-investment,  is  no  evidence 
of  her  assent  to  its  conversion  to  the  use  of  the  husband. 

8.  If  the  wife's  separate  property  consist  of  land,  and  she  lives  upon  it, 
the  husband  may  enjoy  it  jointly  with  her ;  if  of  chattels  in  possession,  the 
husband  may  use  them. 

9.  Though  the  wife  may  hold  property  in  her  own  name,  under  the  act 
ot  1852,  as  if  she  were  a  Jemc  tole,  she  can  make  no   valid  contract  in  le- 
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gard  to  it,  nor  can  she  enforce  its  collection,  without  the-  intervention  of 
her  husband. 

10.  The  fact  that  while  a  husband  and  wife  are  living  together,  he  should 
be  perraitf'd  to  take  the  interest  or  profits  of  her  separate  estate  for  their 
mutual  btnofit,  or  for  his  own  use,  should,  as  between  the  husband  and  unje^ 
raise  no  j^resumption  prejudicial  to  her  rights. 

11.  The  second  section  of  the  act  of  1852  does  not  relate  only  to  the 
property  in  existence  when  the  law  went  into  operation  ;  it  applies  equally 
to  after  a-quired  property. 

12.  The  bond  having  been  collected  by  the  husband,  and  the  Money  in- 
vested in  his  own  name,  the  widow  cannot  claim  the  protection  of  the  act 
of  1851.  Nix.  Dig.  2i>2,  J  35.  That  act  extends  only  to  the  specific  chattel 
or  chose  in  action. 

13.  Tlu-  Or|»hans  Court  has  no  authority  to  try  disputed  claims,  except 
in  the  ca^t*  of  insolvent  estates.  In  such  case,  either  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, or  any  person  interested,  may  file  exceptions  against  the  claim 
of  any  creditor,  and  the  court  are  to  hear  the  proofs,  and  decree  and  deter- 
mine in  regard  to  the  validity  of  the  claims.  It  is  a  settled  principle,  that 
the  Orphans  Court  is  not  the  proper  tribunal  for  the  trial  of  disputed 
claims.  But  by  a  disputed  claim  hero,  is  meant  a  claim  which  is  disputed 
by  the  executor  or  administrator,  not  a  claim  which  the  legatee  or  next  of 
kin  may  deem  unfounded  or  unjust. 

14.  If  the  executor  or  administrator  disputes  a  claim,  or  refuses  to  pay 
it,  the  Orphans  Court  cannot  allow  it,  or  compel  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator to  include  it  in  his  account.  To  justify  the  Orphans  Court  in  allow- 
ing a  claim  against  an  estate,  it  must  appear  that  the  executor  or  adminis- 
trator ass^ent^'d  to,  or  recognized  it  as  a  debt  due  from  the  estate.  But  if 
the  executor  or  administrator  admit  the  claim,  and  pray  allowance  for  it 
in  his  account,  it  is  not  a  disputed  claim  withlu  the  meaning  of  the  rule, 
and  falls  projierly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans  Court. 

15.  Claims  against  the  estate,  paid  by  the  executor  or  administrator, 
constitute  properly  a  part  of  his  account.  If  a  claim  paid  by  an  executor 
or  administrator,  is  illegal  and  unfounded,  the  charge  in  the  account  is  open 
to  exception,  and  the  question  thus  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Orphans  Court. 

IG.  Tlie  mere  fact  that  a  debt  or  legacy  has  not  been  actually  paid,  con- 
stitutes no  objection  to  its  allowance  upon  the  settlement  of  the  account, 
if  its  existence  is  clearly  established.  By  the  settlement,  the  executor  or 
administrator  becomes  liable  for  the  amount  thus  allowed. 

17.  If  an  administrator,  by  collusion  with  the  claimant,  claims  allow- 
ance for  a  debt  not  paid,  in  order  to  withdraw  the  cognizance  of  the  ques- 
tion from  the  ordinary  tribunals  of  law  or  equity,  it  is  a  good  ground  of 
exception  before  the  Orphans  Court,  and  the  item  may  be  stricken  from 
the  account. 
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li.  An  A'irriir.i^trator  u  a--connuble  for  all  prop^rtr  of  th*  diceaa^ 
whi'-.h  carr.^  to  Kh  baod^  to  b^  admiiil«t#rrfcd.  H-^  •:anaot  b*  reiieT*! 
froL'*  th*:  a...oriritab;luy  on  th^groand  of  loia*.  wb«ere  the  !•»§  wa«  o,xaM.on^i 
by  any  'i';:ai*lt  of  hw  own. 

19.  Iy>ari-t  rna/lft  on  pnvatft  or  f«rK»cal  ft^nnty.  are  at  the  rL*k  of  ih* 
triMt':':?.  '^^i'.o  ar<;  p,^r*/^;nai!y  an*weratU  if  the  sei:arinr  prov*  -lefectiTe. 
To  atfofj  •-'irf.il^ifr  indernniry  to  the  trustee  again*t  the  hazari  of  resj-js- 
«ihil:ty  for  lo-n,  the  investment  miut  be  made  in  government  stocks,  or 
Ufion  a^k'j'iat^:  real  a^^^curity. 

2f).  An  *;X'V.-.tor  or  administrator  cannot  sell,  and  part  with  the  pcaei- 
wion  of  a--'t-  whi^-h  have  cMr.e  to  hia  hat'ls  to  be  admin  is  tere^i,  withoa: 
Tf'f\ninLu  --ouriiy  for  the  y»rice.  If  he  sell  under  jndirial  sanction,  he  ecji 
j'Ursue  «itri^tiy  the  order  of  the  court.  If  he  sell  upon  credit,  withoat 
judicial  .ran<':t:'^n  and  ujKin  his  own  discretion,  he  murt  ose  doe  caation  in 
obtainin;.'  al^i-juate  security.  If  he  do  otherwise,  he  act*  at  hU  peril ;  and 
li  a  loftii  ih  -U-! tamed  by  the  insolvency  of  the  purchaser,  he  u  guilty  of  a 
fltxwitatU. 


This  caso  oame  before  the  Ordinary  on  appeal  from  a  de- 
cree of  ilic-  Or[)haas  Court  of  the  county  of  Bergen. 

Enoch  J.  Vreeland,  the  intestate,  died  May  4th,  1861, 
leaving  him  .surviving,  his  wife,  Sophia  Vreeland,  but  no 
chiMren.  Eleanor  Vreeland,  one  of  the  appellants,  is  his 
sister,  and  only  next  of  kin.  The  resf)ondent,  Henry  Schoon- 
inaker,  minintered  on  his  estate,  filed  an  inventory  thereof, 
amounting  to  $10,542.24,  and,  on  the  tenth  of  September, 
1S62,  filed  his  final  account,  showing 

Debits  to  the  amount  of. $11,234.49 

Credits  to  the  amount  of. 3,565.54 

And  a  balance  of $7,668.95 

Among  the  credits  claimed  by  the  administrator  in  his 
account,  are  the  following : 

"  He  further  prays  allowance  for  amount  received 
by  Sophia  Vreeland,  widow,  by  bequest  from  her 
father  during  coverture  with  intestate,  and  which, 
at  his  death,  remained  in  his  possession,  $2,000.00 

"  He  further  prays  allowance  for  amount  due 
from  John  Blauvelt,  on  vendue  book  (desperate),  11.81 
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"  Also,  for  amount  due  from  Peter  Maginnis,  on 
vendue  book  (desperate),  $55.08 

To  these  credits  the  appellants  excepted.  Evidence  was 
thereupon  taken  before  the  judges  of  the  Orphans  Court. 
On  the  eighth  of  December,  1862,  the  court  made  a  decree 
overruling  the  exceptions  and  confirming  the  account,  where- 
upon the  exceptants  appealed. 

The  case,  on  the  items  excepted  to,  is  this : 

The  two  small  items  of  $11.81  and  $55.08,  are  amounts 
due  for  goods  of  the  intestate,  which  came  to  the  hands  of 
the  administrators,  and  which  the  latter  sold  at  vendue. 
Having  failed  to  collect  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  he  asks  to 
be  discharged  the  amount.  By  his  own  evidence,  it  appears 
that  one  of  the  parties  to  whom  he  sold,  was  not  deemed  re- 
sponsible. 

The  item  of  $2000  is  claimed  to  be  money  of  the  intes- 
tate's widow,  Sophia  Vreeland,  which  came  to  her  in  1855, 
from  the  estates  of  her  father  and  mother,  and  which,  having 
been  received  by  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  swelled  the 
amount  of  his  inventory  to  that  extent.  The  administrator 
claims  the  right  to  reUiin  that  amount  for  the  benefit  of  the 
widow. 

The  fiicts  in  relation  to  this  money  appear  to  be  as  follows : 
Abraham  L.  Ackerman,  the  father  of  Sophia  Vreeland,  the 
intestate's  widow,  died  in  1855,  leaving  personal  property  to 
the  amount  of  $1500.  Agnes  Ackerman,  his  wife,  died  about 
the  year  1850.  She  owned  the  homestead  farm.  In  this  pro- 
perty Sophia  Vreeland  had  an  interest,  as  one  of  the  heirs.  In 
December,  1855,  Sophia  Vreeland's  brothers,  Lawrence  and 
Abraham,  (while  her  husband  was  living)  settled  with  her 
and  her  sister,  Hester,  by  giving  them  $2000  a  piece,  for 
their  share  of  the  father's  and  mother's  estates,  giving  to 
Mrs.  Vreeland,  for  her  share,  their  joint  and  several  bond 
for  $2000,  dated  December  24th,  1855,  and  payable  May  1st, 
1856.  She  and  her  sister  gave  their  brothers  a  release  of  all 
their  interest  in  their  father's  and  mother's  estates,  by  deed 
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dated  December  24th,  1855.  Lawrence  Ackerman  paid  her 
his  $1000  on  the  first  of  May,  1856,  which  was  put  out  at 
interest  in  Enoch  J.  Vreeland's  name.  Abraham  K.  Acker- 
man  paid  his  $1000  by  giving  his  bond  and  mortgage  there- 
for, when  the  joint  bond  became  due.  On  this  bond  he  paid 
$400  to  Enoch  J.  Vreeland,  a  day  or  two  before  his  death. 
This  money  was  given  to  the  administrator  by  Mrs.  Vree- 
land. He  inventoried  it,  and  loaned  it  to  Richard  Berdan, 
and  took  his  note  therefor,  payable  to  Sophia  Vreeland,  or 
bearer.  This  note  is  now  held  by  the  administrator  as  part 
of  the  estate  of  Enoch  J.  Vreeland.  The  balance,  $600,  was 
paid  by  note,  dated  May  1st,  1861,  which  was  inventoried  by 
the  administrator,  and  afterwards  paid  to  him.  He  put  it 
all  out  at  interest  in  his  name,  and  holds  the  notes  as  securi- 
ties. 

Hayes  J  for  the  appellants. 

1.  The  administrator  must  make  good  the  amount  of  the 
small  items  for  which  allowance  was  made. 

He  knew  that  one  of  the  parties  wjis  not  responsible.  He 
should  have  required  security.  Having  failed  to  do  so,  he 
has  become  responsible  by  his  negligence. 

2.  The  $2000  is  not  due  Mrs.  Vreeland.  The  money  was 
mixed  with  her  husband's,  and  so  became  part  of  his  general 
property. 

The  act  of  1851  {Nix.  Dig,  282)  refers  to  specific  chattels, 
furniture,  &c. 

WortcndykCj  for  the  respondents. 

We  base  our  claim  for  $2000  upon  the  principle  contained 
in  the  acts  of  1851  and  1852. 

These  enactments  limit  the  property  of  the  wife  to  her 
separate  use,  as  if  it  had  been  granted  to  her  separate  vse; 
as  if,  before  the  statute,  it  had  been  so  granted. 

1.  The  sale  or  transfer  by  Mrs.  Vreeland  to  her  brothers 
was  not  a  strict  sale,  but  a  fair  compromise  or  adjustment  of 
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what  ought  to  have  been  done  by  the  will.     Hence  witnesses 
called  it  a  legacy. 

If  the  inheritance  was  the  property  of  the  wife,  it  comes 
within  the  policy  of  the  married  womeus'  and  widows'  acts. 
(Xu:.  Dig,  503,  282.) 

The  bond  was  given  in  her  name,  in  the  presence  and  with 
the  assent  of  her  husband.  Lawrence  Ackerman  paid  $1000, 
which  was  invested  in  bond  and  mortgage.  Abraham  paid 
$400  in  cash,  which  was  loaned  by  the  administrator,  and 
note  taken  therefor,  payable  to  Sophia  Vreeland,  or  bearer. 
The  $600  he  paid  first  by  note,  and  eventually  in  cash.  It 
was  put  out  at  interest  by  the  administrator,  in  his  name,  and 
he  now  holds  the  notes  therefor.  The  money  was,  therefore, 
in  the  estate. 

Richard  Berdan  swore,  that  Enoch  J.  Vreeland  said  the 
money  was  his  wife's.  He  intended  to  separate  that  money. 
That  intention  was  in  course  of  execution. 

This  question  has  been  up  in  courts  of  equity  before  now. 
It  is  not  material  whether  you  call  it  a  debt,  or  any  other 
claim.  2  WUlianis  on  Exra  1629 ;  State  v.  Reigart,  1  GiU 
1,  note, 

No  question  was  raised  about  the  money  not  having  been 
paid.  No  inquiry  was  made  as  to  how  it  was  paid.  By  the 
very  filing  of  the  account  it  is  appropriated  to  the  use  of 
Mrs.  Vreeland.  Moslier  v.  Hubbard,  13  Johns.  R.  510. 

2.  As  to  the  items  sold  and  money  not  collected.  2  Wil- 
liams  on  Ezra  1630-1629 ;  Meeker  v.  Vanderveer'a  ExWa, 
3  Greeiia  R.  292. 

Reasonable  care  and  proper  diligence  only  required.     11 

Wend,  361 ;  6  HaUt,  R.  145. 

Bradley,  in  rei>ly. 

I.  The  administrator  having  never  paid  this  money,  cannot 
be  allowed  a  credit  for  it.  Dayton  on  Surr,  508-9 ;  WiUcox 
v.  Smith,  26  Barb,  346. 

If  it  were  a  debt  due  himself,  so  as  to  give  him  the  right 
of  retainer,  he  might  have  appropriated  it ;  but  he  has  not 

Vol.  I.  2  X 
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the  prerogative  of  assuming  the  debts  of  the  intestate  as 
his  own,  and  of  pocketing  so  much  money  as  will  be  suflScient 
to  pay  them.  He  may  not  pay  them ;  they  may  never  be 
demanded.  If  they  are  not  paid,  the  benefit  belongs  to  the 
estate  and  next  of  kin,  and  not  to  the  administrator. 

The  Orphans  Court  cannot  adjudicate  disputed  claims,  ex- 
cept in  CAses  of  insolvent  estates.  Miller  v.  Pettit,  1  Harr, 
421 ;  Nix.  Dig,  281,  §  29  ;  589,  §  70,  71.  The  administra- 
tor puts  it  forward  as  an  experiment  on  the  court,  in  order 
to  make  the  court  the  tribunal  for  the  collection  of  the  debt. 

The  appellants  question  the  widow's  right  to  recover  that 
money.  Let  her  resort  to  the  proper  tribunal  to  establish 
her  claim. 

Or,  if  the  administrator  will  take  the  responsibility  of 
paying  her,  let  him  do  so,  and  then  bring  in  another  account. 

It  would  open  the  door  to  great  frauds,  to  allow  an  execu- 
tor or  administrator  to  credit  himself  with  the  debts  of  an 
e8t<\tc  without  having  paid  them. 

He  might  never  pay  them  at  all,  and  leave  them  as  an  en- 
cumbrance on  the  legatees  and  next  of  kin. 

He  might  never  kaoe  to  pay  them,  and  thereby  make  a 
clear  gain  out  of  the  money  belonging  to  the  estate. 

He  might  compromise  them  at  less  than  the  amount 
charged  for. 

The  administrator  cannot  claim  this  allowance,  as  for  money 
received  by  viiatake.  No  money  of  the  widow  stood  separate 
from  the  intestates  property.  Johnson  v.  Corbert,  11  Faige 
205. 

II.  The  widow,  Sophia  Vreeland,  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
this  claim  of  the  administrator  in  any  tribunal. 

1.  Not  under  the  widow's  act  of  1851.    {Xix.  Dig.  282.) 

By  that  act,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  demand  of  the  admin 
i^tnitor  "  all  such  goods  and  chattels,  choses  in  action,  or  otl  er 
personal  property  which  at  coverturt^  belonged  to  her,  or 
which,  during  coverture,  came  to  her  by  bequest,  gift,  or 
inheritance,  and  which,  at  her  husban<l's  death,  remained  in 
hi.s  possession.*' 
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This  $2000  came  to  her  undoubtedly,  during  the  coverture, 
by  "inheritance/'  not  bequest,  as  alleged  in  the  account. 
But  it  did  not  remain  "  in  her  husband's  possession  at  his 
death."  In  order  that  her  property  may  remain  in  hie  pos- 
session,  it  must  be  capable  of  identification. 

If  it  was  money,  and  was  lent  or  giveyi  to  him,  or  allowed 
to  be  viixed  with  his  money,  it  became  his,  not  hers.  It  be- 
came a  mere  debtj  but  not  a  legal  debt,  for  a  man  cannot  owe 
his  wife  a  debt;  a  contract  cannot  be  made  between  them. 

Her  property  in  it  ceased  as  soon  as  its  identity  was  lost. 
It  was  then  a  mere  debt,  which,  as  between  husband  and 
wife,  is  extinguished  as  soon  as  created.  As  soon  as  property 
ceases,  debt  arises/ 

2.  Nor  is  she  entitled  to  recover  this  money  under  the 
married  womens'  act  of  1852.     {Nix.  Dig.  503.) 

"  The  real  and  personal  property  of  a  married  woman, 
with  its  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
disposal  of  her  husband,  but  shall  be  her  sole  and  separate 
property,  as  if  she  were  single."  Section  2.  This  relates 
to  [)roperty  in  existence  when  the  law  was  ptissed. 

"It  shall  be  lawful  tor  a  married  woman  to  receive  by  gift, 
grant,  devise,  or  bequest,  and  hold  to  her  solo  and  separate 
use,  as  if  she  were  single,  real  and  personal  property,  and  its 
rents,  issues,  and  profits,  and  the  same  shall  not  be  subject  to 
her  husband's  disposal,  nor  liable  for  his  debts."     Section  3. 

But  if  she  does  not  choose  to  receive  it;  if  she  chooses  to 
hand  it  over  to  him,  and  let  him  mix  it  with  his  own,  she 
loses  it. 

She  cannot  lend  it  to  him.  They  cannot  contract  together. 
No  debt  can  be  created  between  them.  She  cannot  deal  with 
her  husband  in  that  way. 

3.  Besides,  this  $2000  was  in  part  in  consideration  of  the 
husband's  release.  He  was  entitled  to  curtesy  in  the  lands, 
and  his  release  obtained.  Hoss  v.  Adams,  4  Dutcher  160; 
Naylor  v.  Field,  5  Dutcher  292. 

4.  The  deckration  of  Richard  Berdan,  that  Enoch  J.  Vree- 
land told  him  that  Mrs.  Vreeland  bad  $2000  to  put  out,  and 
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that  he  got  $1000  of  it,  is  not  competent  evidence.     Boylan 
V.  Meekei\  4  Duicher  274. 

Mr.  Bradley  further  cited  and  reviewed  the  following 
cases :  Jackson  v.  Miller j  1  Duicher  90 ;  Exr  of  Henry  v. 
DiOey,  Ibid,  302 ;  Johmon  v.  Parker,  3  Butcher  239 ;  Van- 
note  v.  Downey,  4  Dutcher  219 ;  Wheaton  v.  Cooper,  1  Beat. 
221 ;  Green  v.  Pallas,  Ibid,  267  ;  Pe?itz  v.  Simanson,  2  -Becw. 
232  ;  Wifoon  v.  Brown,  Ibid.  277 ;  SkiUnian  v.  Skillrnan, 
Ibid.  403 ;  3  jRcv.  /Sto^  (i\^.  F.)  183,  §  81 ;  Magee  v.  Vedder, 
6  i?ar&.  352 ;  Wilson  v.  Azp^wt  ^d^^c.  Society,  10  5ar6. 308, 
316,  320;  Disosway  v.  -BanA;  q/"  Washington,  24  i?ar6.  60 ; 
Andrews  v.  WaZZoce,  29  ^ar6.  350 ;  Dayton  on  Surr.  (1861) 
378,  552,  and  note. 

The  Ordinary.  The  administrator  of  Enoch  J.  Vre^- 
land,  upon  the  settlement  of  his  accounts  in  the  Orphans 
Court,  among  other  items  for  which  he  claimed  credit, 
prayed  allowance  for  $2000,  "amount  received  by  Sophia 
Vreoland  (widow  of  the  intestate),  by  bequest  from  her 
father  during  coverture  with  the  intestate,  and  which,  at  his 
death,  remained  in  his  possession."  Exceptions  filed  to  the 
account  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  intestate,  were  by  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  overruled,  and  the  account  was  allowed  as 
audited  and  stated  by  the  surrogate.  From  this  decree  the 
exceptants  appealed. 

The  material  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  the  sum  of 
$2000,  which  formed  the  subject  of  exception,  was  in  fact 
the  property  of  the  widow,  or  whether  it  belonged  to  the 
estate  of  her  husband.  It  is  admitted  that  the  sum  of 
$2000  came  to  Mrs.  Vreeland  during  her  coverture,  in  the 
year  1855,  from  the  estates  of  her  father  and  mother,  and 
that  it  passed  into  her  husband's  hands  and  was  inventoried. 
Her  mother  died  about  the  year  1850,  seized  of  certain  real 
esta,te.  Her  father,  Abraham  L.  Ackerman,  died  on  the 
9th  of  April,  1855,  intestate,  whereupon  his  children  became 
each  entitled  to  a  share  of  his  estate,  as  well  as  of  the  estate 
of  the  mother.    In  December,  1855,  Lawrence  and  Abra- 


OCTOBER  TERM,  1863.  621 

Vreeland  v.  Vreeland's  Adtn'r. 

ham  Ackerraan,  two  of  the  sons  of  Abraham  L.  Ackerman, 
agreed  with  their  sisters  to  give  them  each  $2000  for  their 
respective  shares  of  their  father's  and  mother's  estates.  In 
fulfilment  of  this  agreement,  on  the  24th  of  December,  1855, 
Lawrence  and  Abraham  Ackerman  gave  to  Mrs.  Vreeland 
for  her  share,  their  joint  and  several  bond  for  $2000,  payable 
on  the  first  of  May,  1856.  This  bond  was  given  to  Mrs. 
Vreeland  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  her  husband, 
who,  thereupon,  joined  with  his  wife  in  a  conveyance  to  her 
brothers,  of  all  the  real  estate  which  she  inherited  from  her 
mother.  It  is  clear  that  the  property,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, was  the  property  of  the  wife,  and  by  operation  of  the 
"act  for  the  better  securing  of  the  property  of  married 
women,"  became  her  sole  and  separate  property,  and  was  not 
subject  to  the  disposal  of  her  husband.  It  is  true  that  she 
had  no  power  of  aliening  or  disposing  of  the  property,  ex- 
cept by  the  consent  and  with  the  concurrence  of  her  hus- 
band. She  had  the  right  of  ownership,  without  the  power 
of  disposing  of  it.  That  power  the  statute  does  not  confer. 
Had  the  property  remained  in  her  possession  undisposed  of, 
upon  the  death  of  her  husband,  it  would  have  been  hers 
absolutely.  It  would  have  formed  no  part  of  her  husband  s 
estate.  Is  that  title  lost  by  her  settlement  with  her  brothers, 
and  receiving  their  bond  in  lieu  of  the  estate  to  which  she 
was  specifically  entitled  ?  Had  she  accepted,  in  lieu  of  her 
property,  a  bond  made  payable  to  her  husband,  so  unequivo- 
cal an  expression  of  her  will,  might  be  regarded  as  evidence 
of  her  intention  that  the  property  should  become  her  hus- 
band's. But  the  bond  was  taken  in  her  own  name,  and  was 
made  payable  to  her,  her  executors,  administrators,  or  as- 
signs. Such  bond  was  a  valid  instrument  in  the  wife's  favor 
at  common  law. 

The  husband,  it  is  true,  by  virtue  of  his  marital  rights, 
acquired  a  qualified  right  to  the  property.  He  had  the 
right,  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife,  to  collect  the 
money  and  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use.  If  he  survived 
the  wife,  it  was  his.    But  if  the  husband  died  without  re* 

2x* 
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ducing  the  chose  in  action  into  possession,  it  remained  the 
property  of  the  wife.  2  Bl.  Com.  434 ;  2  Kent's  Com.  135 ; 
Clancy's  Hicsb.  4"  Wife  6. 

But  the  right  of  the  husband  to  the  wife's  choses  in  action, 
as  well  as  to  her  other  property,  real  and  personal,  was  ex- 
tinguished by  the  act  of  1862.  The  bond  in  question, 
accepted  by  the  wife  in  lieu  of  the  specific  personal  and  real 
property  which  she  took  by  inheritance,  remained  absolutely 
•  hers  as  if  she  were  a  single  female,  and  was  not  subject  to 
the  disposal  of  her  husband.  How  has  her  title  to  that 
property  become  extinguished  ?  How  has  the  husband  ac- 
quired title  to  it?  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  she  had 
both  the  legal  and  equitable  title  to  the  bond,  and  to  the 
proceeds  of  it.  She  never  assigned  it  to  the  husband.  If 
•he  had  done  so,  the  assignment  would  have  been  inopera- 
tive and  void  at  law.  She  can  make  no  valid  contract  with 
any  one,  much  less  with  her  husband,  for  the  transfer  of  her 
legal  rights.  But  it  is  insisted  that  the  facts,  that  the  bond 
at  its  maturity  was  paid  to  the  husband,  and  was  subsequently 
invested  by  the  husband  in  his  own  name,  without  objection 
on  the  part  of  the  wife,  and  the  interest  received  by  him,  are 
plenary  evidence  of  the  transfer  of  the  property  from  the 
wife  to  the  husband,  and  of  the  determination  of  her  interest. 
That  undoubtedly  would  have  been  the  etfect  of  the  collec- 
tion of  the  money  by  the  husband,  with  or  without  the  wife's 
consent,  prior  to  the  enabling  act  of  1852.  But  since  the 
passage  of  that  act,  she  takes  and  holds  the  property  as  a 
single  female.  If,  as  a  single  female,  she  had  permitted  a 
third  person,  or  if,  as  a  wife,  she  had  permitted  a  person 
other  than  her  husband,  to  receive  and  collect  her  moneys, 
and  invest  them  in  his  own  name,  it  would  have  afforded  no 
evidence  of  the  renunciation  of  her  right,  or  of  his  owner- 
ship of  the  property.  He  would  be  regarded,  both  at  law 
and  in  equity,  as  her  agent  or  trustee.  The  reduction  of  the 
choses  in  action  into  possession  by  the  husband,  without  the 
consent  of  the  wife,  cannot  change  the  title  of  the  property. 
If  by  marriage  settlement,  the  estate  of  the  wile  be  socared 
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to  her  separate  ase,  the  husband  is  accoantable  for  that  part 
of  it  which  comes  to  his  hands.  2  Kent's  Com.  164.  Irre- 
spective of  the  right  of  the  wife  under  the  act  of  1852,  it  is 
not  every  reduction  by  the  husband  of  the  choaes  in  action 
into  possession,  that  will  vest  the  property  absolutely  in  the 
husband.  The  ownership  follows  the  will  of  the  husband. 
Hinds'  Estate,  5  Wharton  138 ;  Barron  v.  Barron,  24  Vt. 
375 ;  2  Bl  Com.  434,  note  2,  hy  Sharswood. 

The  reduction  into  possession  is,  in  all  such  cases,  prima 
fade  evidence  of  conversion  to  his  use.  He  is  exercising  a 
right  >yhich  the  law  gives  him  over  his  wife's  choses  in  action. 
But  under  the  enabling  act  of  1852,  the  husband  has  no  such 
right  over  the  choses  in  action  of  his  wife.  The  absolute 
interest  is  in  the  wife.  A  conversion  of  them  by  the  hus- 
band to  his  own  use,  is  a  violation  of  that  right.  The  law, 
therefore,  will  not  presume,  that  from  the  mere  reduction  of 
the  wife's  choses  in  action  into  possession,  he  intended  to 
convert  them  to  his  own  use,  in  violation  of  the  rights  of  the 
wife.  Nor  will  the  wife's  assent  to  the  reduction  by  the 
husband  of  her  choses  in  action  into  possession,  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  re-investment,  be  evidence  of  her  assent  to  its  con- 
version to  the  use  of  the  husband.  There  is  in  the  case  no 
evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  husband  to  convert  the 
property  to  his  use,  or  of  the  assent  of  the  wife  to  such  con- 
version, other  thaff  the  mere  fact  that  the  money  due  on  the 
bond  having  been  paid  to  the  wife,  was  permitted  to  be  in- 
vested and  re-invested  by  the  husband  in  his  own  name,  and 
that  the  interest  was  collected  by  him.  These  circumstances, 
in  themselves,  are  not  evidence  of  the  conversion  of  the  wife's 
property  to  the  use  of  the  husband.  But  the  right  of  the 
wife  does  not  rest  upon  this  evidence  alone.  It  is  shown 
that  an  application  for  a  loan  of  money  having  been  made 
to  the  husband  shortly  before  his  death,  he  told  the  appli- 
cant that  his  wife  had  $2000,  and  he  would  see  what  she  had 
to  say  about  it.  And  he  subsequently  stated  that  his  wife 
had  given  her  consent,  and  thereupon  made  the  loan.  Now 
it  must  be  admitted  that  this  evidence  is  utterly  inadequate 
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to  prove  a  transfer  of  property  from  the  husband  to  the 
wife,  but  it  is,  nevertheless,  competent  as  tending  to  evince 
the  absence  of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  husband  to  con- 
vert the  wife's  money  to  his  own  use.  Upon  a  question  be- 
tween the  estate  of  the  husband  and  the  wife,  I  see  no 
objection  to  the  competency  of  this  testimony.  In  Grays 
Estate,  1  Barr.  327,  it  was  held,  that  a  husband's  disclaimer 
of  conversion  to  his  own  use,  at  the  time  of  reducing  his 
wife's  choses  in  action  into  possession,  may  be  established  by 
his  subsequent  admissions. 

Nor  is  the  case  materially  altered  by  the  fact,  that  the 
husband  is  permitted  to  take  and  use  the  interest  of  the 
money  while  it  remains  in  his  hands.  That  may  be  done 
for  the  joint  benefit  and  support  of  the  husband  and  wife, 
while  they  live  together.  In  fact,  the  nature  of  the  relation 
is  such,  that  while  it  continues,  neither  can  ordinarily  have 
a  sole  and  exclusive  enjoyment  of  their  individual  property. 
If  the  wife's  property  consists  of  lands,  and  she  lives  upon  it, 
the  husband  may  enjoy  it  jointly  with  her.  If  of  chattels  in 
her  possession,  the  husband  may  use  them.  The  legal  rela- 
tidh  of  husband  and  wife  is  so  intimate,  that  it  necessarily 
involves,  to  some  exttot,  a  common  use  of  their  individual 
property.  It  was  not  intended  that  the  statute  for  the  better 
securing  the  property  of  the  wife,  should  impair  the  intimacy 
and  unity  of  the  marriage  relation.  Wdlker  v.  Reainy,  12 
Ozsey  414 ;  Naylor  v.  Field,  5  Dutcher  292. 

It  is  clear  that  the  intervention  of  no  trustee  is  essential 
to  protect  the  legal  rights  of  the  wife.  That  is  the  necessary 
result  of  the  enabling  act  of  1852.  Her  property  is  protected 
in  her  own  hands,  as  well  against  the  claim  of  the  husband, 
as  against  strangers.  She  may  receive  and  hold  property 
in  her  own  name,  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole.  But  though 
she  may  hold,  she  cannot  manage  the  property  without  the 
intervention  of  an  agent.  She  can  make  no  valid  contract 
in  regard  to  it,  nor  can  she  enforce  its  collection,  without  the 
intervention  of  her  husband. 

Admitting  that  the  funds  of  the  wife  may  lawfully  be  en- 
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trusted  by  her  to  a  third  person  for  investment,  why  should 
she  be  compelled  to  have  recourse  to  such  agency  ?  Or  why 
should  the  mere  fact  that  they  are  entrusted  to  the  manage- 
ment and  control  of  her  husband,  be  evidence  of  the  renuncia- 
tion of  her  rights,  or  of  the  transfer  of  her  property  ?  It 
would  seem  that  there  is  no  one  to  whom  the  care  of  the 
wife's  property  can  more  naturally,  and  with  more  propriety 
be  entrusted,  than  the  husband.  And  if,  while  they  are  living 
together,  he  is  permitted  to  take  the  interest  or  profits  of  the 
estate  for  their  mutual  benefit,  or  for  his  own  use,  it  should, 
as  between  the  husband  and  wife,  raise  no  presumption  pre- 
judicial to  her  rights.  I  say  as  between  the  husband  and 
wife,  because  it  is  obvious  that,  as  it  regards  the  interests  of 
third  parties,  the  possession  and  control  of  the  funds  of  the 
wife  by  the  husband  in  his  own  name,  may  create  equities 
and  give  rise  to  questions  of  fraud,  which  will  involve  very 
difierent  considerations.  It  has  been  held  in  the  state  of  New 
York,  that  where  the  husband,  by  the  permission  and  agree- 
ment of  the  wife,  has  the  exclusive  control  of  her  separate 
estate  and  its  accumulations,  by  means  whereof  he  is  enabled 
to  obtain  credit  and  carry  on  trade,  the  property  is  liable  to 
the  claims  of  the  husband's  creditors.  Shei'man  v.  Elder,  1 
Baton  476. 

It  is  worthy  of  notice  in  this  connection,  that  the  enabling 
statutes  of  the  state  of  New  York  confer  upon  married  women, 
powers  in  regard  to  the  disposition  and  management  of  their 
estates,  not  conferred  by  the  laws  of  this  state.  The  statute 
of  1848,  as  amended  by  that  of  1849,  enables  a  married 
female  not  only  to  take  and  hold  her  property  to  her  separate 
use,  but  also  to  convey  and  devise  real  and  personal  property, 
and  any  interest  therein,  in  the  same  manner  and  with  like 
eflfect  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole.  And  by  the  act  of  1860,  it 
is  enacted  that  her  sole  and  separate  property  may  be  used, 
collected,  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own  name. 

In  the  case  now  under  consideration,  the  question  as  to  the 
title  of  the  property,  is  exclusively  between  the  wife  and  the 
estate  of  the  husband.     The  question  is  embarrassed  by  no 
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intervening  equities,  or  claims  of  creditors.  There  is  a  large 
surplus  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator,  to  be  distributed 
agreeably  to  law.  I  think  the  wife  is  clearly  entitled  to  the 
sum  of  $2000,  for  which  allowance  is  claimed  by  the  admin- 
istrator in  his  account. 

It  was  urged  upon  the  argument,  that  the  second  section 
of  the  act  of  1852  relates  only  to  the  property  in  existence 
when  the  act  was  passed.  I  have  never  understood  that  this 
was  the  true  construction  of  the  statute.  A  directly  contrary 
interpretation  has  been  adopted,  both  in  this  state  and  the 
Slate  of  New  York,  where,  with  the  exception  of  the  last 
clause,  the  language  of  the  section  is  identical. 

It  is  the  settled  rule  of  construction  in  New  York,  that 
the  second  section  of  the  act  has  no  application  to  property 
which  a  wife,  married  before  the  act  took  effect,  had  at  the 
time  of  the  marriage,  or  had  alrciuiy  acquired  during  cover- 
ture, but  that  it  applies  to  after  acquired  property  of  females, 
married  prior  to  the  act.  Snyder  v.  Snyder ^  3  Barh,  621 ; 
Holmcfi  V.  Holmes,  4  Barb.  295 ;  White  v.  White,  5  Barb, 
474 ;  Ilurd  v.  Cass,  9  Barb.  366 ;  Perkins  v.  Cottrell,  15 
Barb.  446;  Smith  v.  Colvin^  17  Barb,  157  ;  Watson  v.  Bon- 
ney,  2  Sandf,  S,  C,  R.  405 ;  KeUy  v.  McCarthy,  3  Bradf,  7. 

In  the  cfise  of  Exr  of  Henry  v.  Dilley,  1  Dutcher  302,  it 
was  held  that  the  act  operated  as  a  protection  of  the  rights 
of  property  of  the  wife,  existing  at  the  time  the  act  took  effect 
But  it  was  not  decided  in  that  case,  nor  was  it  intended  to  be 
decided,  that  the  act  related  only  to  subsisting  rights.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  second  section  of  the  act  was  de- 
signed at  all  to  affect  subsisting  rights,  and  if  it  was  so  in- 
tended, whether  it  was  not  an  unauthorized  interference  with 
the  vested  interest  of  the  husband  in  the  property  of  the  wife. 
Admitting  the  decision  in  that  case  to  have  been  correct,  it 
does  not  support  the  position,  that  the  section  relates  only  to 
the  property  in  existence  when  the  law  went  into  operation. 
Nor  does  the  case  of  Vannote  v.  Downey,  4  Dutcher  219,  nor 
any  other  reported  case  which  has  been  referred  to,  sustain 
the  doctrine  contended  for. 
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The  decree  of  the  court  below  can  derive  no  support  from 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  12th,  1851,  for  the  relief 
of  widows  in  certain  cases.  Nix.  Dig.  282,  §  35.  That  act, 
by  its  terms,  extends  only  to  the  specific  chattel,  chose  in 
action,  or  other  personal  property,  which  belonged  to  the  wife 
at  her  marriage,  or  which  subsequently  came  to  her,  and 
which  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  husband  unchanged,  at 
his  death.  Had  the  bond  given  to  the  wife  during  her  cov- 
erture remained  in  the  hands  of  the  husband  until  his  death, 
the  case  would  have  fallen  within  the  operation  of  that 
statute.  But  the  bond  having  been  collected  by  the  husband, 
and  the  funds,  in  whole  or  in  part,  invested  in  his  own  name, 
it  is  clear  that  the  widow  cannot  claim  the  protection  of  the 
act.  The  act  of  1851  effected  no  change  in  the  rights  of  the 
widow  to  her  choses  in  action^  acquired  before,  or  during  her 
coverture,  and  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  husband  at  the 
time -of  his  death.  But,  in  terms,  it  transfers  the  title  to  the 
wife's  chattels  in  possession  of  the  husband,  from  the  estate 
of  the  husband  to  the  wife,  saving  the  rights  of  the  husband'a 
creditors. 

It  is  further  urged  that  this  claim  is  disputed,  and  there- 
fore, is  not  the  proper  subject  of  adjudication  in  the  Orphans 
Court;  that  the  exception  should  have  been  allowed,  and 
the  widow  compelled  to  resort  to  the  ordinary  tribunals  of 
law  or  equity  for  the  recovery  of  her  claim.  Our  statute  has 
conferred  no  authority  upon  the  Orphans  Court  to  try  dis- 
puted claims,  except  in  the  case  of  insolvent  estates.  In  such 
case,  either  the  executor  or  administrator,  or  any  person  in- 
terested, may  file  exceptions  against  the  claim  of  any  creditor, 
and  the  court  are  to  hear  the  proofs,  and  decree  and  deter- 
mine in  regard  to  the  validity  of  the  claims.  In  all  other 
cases  it  is  a  settled  principle,  that  the  Orphans  Court  is  not 
the  proper  tribunal  for  the  trial  of  disputed  claims.  But  by 
a  disputed  claim  here,  is  meant  a  claim  which  is  disputed  by 
the  executor  or  administrator,  not  a  claim  which  the  legatee 
or  next  of  kin  may  deem  unfounded  or  unjust. 

If  the  executor  or  administrator  disputes  the  claim,  or  re- 
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fuses  to  pay  it,  the  Orphans  Court  cannot  allow  it,  or  compel 
the  executor  or  administrator  to  include  it  in  his  account. 
To  justify  the  Orphans  Court  in  allowing  a  claim  against  an 
estate,  it  must  appear  that  the  executor  or  administrator  as- 
sented to,  or  recognized  it  as  a  debt  due  from  the  estate. 
Wilson  V.  Baptist  Ed.  Soc,  10  Barb.  320;  Andrews  v. 
Wallace,  29  Barb.  350 ;  Disosway  v.  Bank  of  Washington, 
24  Barb.  60. 

But  if  the  executor  or  administrator  admit  the  claim  and 
pray  allowance  for  it  in  his  account,  it  is  not  a  disputed 
claim  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  and  falls  properly 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans  Court.  Th^  adminis- 
trator is  the  legal  representative  of  the  estate,  and  as  a 
general  rule,  he  may,  at  his  discretion,  and  without  the  as- 
sent of  those  interested  in  the  estate,  pay  or  compromise  any 
claim  against  it,  even  though  barred  by  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations. Claims  against  the  estate  paid  by  the  executor  or 
administrator,  constitute  properly  a  part  of  his  account.  If 
the  claims  are  illegal  or  unfounded,  the  charges  in  the  ac- 
count are  open  to  exception,  and  thus  the  question  is  brought 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans  Court. 

It  is  further  insisted  that  the  claim  was  not  in  fact  paid, 
and  that  it  was  not  a  proper  charge  against  the  estate  by  the 
administrator,  until  \iwas  paid  by  him.  The  mere  fact  that 
a  debt  or  legacy  has  not  been  actually  paid,  constitute  no 
objection  to  its  allowance  upon  the  settlement  of  the  account, 
if  its  existence  is  clearly  established.  Accounts  are  thus 
frequently  settled,  where  the  legatee  or  creditor  is  absent, 
or  not  in  a  situation  to  receive  payment.  By  the  settlement, 
the  executor  or  administrator  becomes  liable  for  the  amount 
thus  allowed.  No  prejudice  is  occasioned  to  those  interested 
in  the  estate.  But  it  is  urged  that  the  administrator  is,  or 
may  be,  unwilling  to  assume  the  responsibility  of  paying  the 
claim,  but  by  collusion  with  the  claimant,  claims  allowance 
for  the  debt,  in  order  thus  to  withdraw  the  cognizance  of  the 
question  from  the  ordinary  tribunals  of  law  or  equity.  There 
is,  to  my  mind,  much  force  in  the  objection.     And  had  this 
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exception  been  taken  in  the  court  below,  before  evidence  had 
been  heard  upon  the  merits,  and  had  the  court  been  called 
upon,  then,  to  strike  the  item  from  the  account,  upon  the 
ground  now  urged  for  reversal,  I  think  the  objection  should 
have  been  sustained,  and  if  overruled,  it  would  have  pre- 
sented a  just  ground  for  reversal  upon  appeal.  But  it  does 
not  appear  that  this  was  made  a  ground  of  objection  before 
the  Orphans  Court,  either  before  the  evidence  was  taken  and 
the  hearing  had  upon  the  merits,  or  at  any  stage  of  the  pro- 
.ceedings.  It  was,  in  fact,  not  made  the  ground  of  exception 
in  that  court,  although  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  ac- 
count, that  no  voucher  had  been  taken  for  the  payment  of 
the  money,  and  the  form  of  the  claim  shows  that  the  money 
had  not  been  paid.  Nor  is  this  objection  made  the  ground 
of  appeal  in  this  court.  The  specific  ground  of  appeal  is 
that  "  the  item  of  $2000,  claimed  by  the  administrator  as 
due  to  Sophia  Vreeland,  and  allowed  by  said  decree,  is  un- 
just and  illegal,  the  said  Sophia  having  no  just  or  legal  claim 
to  the  same."  It  would  seem,  from  the  proceedings  in  the 
court  below,  that  the  parties  voluntarily  submitted  the  ques- 
tion upon  the  merits  to  the  decision  of  the  Orphans  Court, 
for  the  purpose  of  having  it  decided  in  the  most  easy  and 
expeditious  mode.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  do  not 
think  that  it  lies  in  the  mouth  of  the  appellant  now  to  com- 
plain, that  he  is  deprived  of  a  hearing  before  the  ordinary 
tribunals  of  justice,  or  before  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  the 
last  resort. 

And  as  the  claim  has  manifestly  been  made  in  good  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  widow,  as  there  is  no  reason  for  suspect- 
ing the  existence  of  collusion,  or  a  want  of  good  faith  on  the 
part  of  the  administrator,  as  there  has  been  a  full  and  fiiir 
hearing  and  decision  upon  the  merits,  I  do  not  feel  justified 
in  now  turning  the  parties  around,  and  permitting  the  appel- 
lants to  try  the  experiment  of  obtaining  a  difterent  decision 
in  another  tribunal. 

Exceptions  were  also  taken  to  two  small  items  of  the  ac- 
count, being  respectively  for  $11.81  and  $55.08,  for  which 

Vol.  I.  2y 
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the  administrator  prayed  allowance  "  as  desperate."  The 
exceptions  were  disallowed  in  the  court  below.  And  this  oon- 
Htitutes  another  ground  of  appeal  from  the  decree.  The 
items  consisted  of  two  vendue  accounts  for  goods,  which  were 
included  in  the  inventory,  and  which  were  sold  by  the  ad- 
ministrator upon  credit,  without  security.  The  purchaser 
of  the  smaller  bill  was  known  at  the  time  to  be  irresponsible, 
l>ut  the  goods  were  taken  away  by  him  without  permission. 
The  other  purchaser  was  regarded  as  solvent.  He  gave  his 
lioto  for  the  amount  of  his  purchase,  without  security,  pay- 
able on  demand  to  the  administrator,  in  his  individual  name. 

It  is  a  fundamental  principle,  that  the  administrator  is  ac- 
countable for  all  property  of  the  deceased  which  came  to  his 
hands  to  be  administered.  He  cannot  be  relieved  from  this 
accountability  on  the  ground  of  loss,  where  the  loss  was  oc- 
casioned by  any  default  of  his  own. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  both  in  England  and  in  this  state, 
that  if  executors,  administrators,  or  other  trustees,  loan 
nionciy  without  due  security,  they  are  liable  in  case  of  loss. 
LiXLiiH  made  on  private  or  personal  security,  are  at  the  risk 
of  the  trustees,  who  are  personally  answerable  if  the  security 
])rovG  defective.  To  afford  complete  indemnity  to  the  trus- 
tee against  the  hazard  of  responsibility  for  loss,  the  invest- 
ment must  be  made  in  government  stocks,  or  upon  adequate 
real  security.  Oray  v.  Fox^  Saxton  259 ;  2  Williams  on 
Exrs  IoSQ/iS*:. 

/SVite  by  executors  and  administrators,  both  of  real  and 
personal  estate,  are  regularly  made  for  cash,  without  credit; 
or  by  sanction,  and  under  the  direction,  of  some  judicial  tri- 
bunal, prescribing  the  ext^^nt  of  the  credit  and  the  nature  of 
the  8(X'urity. 

In  some  of  the  states  of  the  Union,  personal  property  is 
thus  sold  by  direction  of  the  Ordinary,  and  usually  upon 
pui'sonal  security. 

In  this  state  a  practice  has  long  prevailed,  of  permitting 
an  ("xccutor  or  administrator  to  sell  personal  property,  either 
for  cash  or  upon  short  credits,  with  approved  personal  secu 
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rity,  at  his  discretion.     The  custom  of  selling  upon  short 
credits,  and  upon  personal  security,  without  direct  judicial 
authority,  has  been  sanctioned  by  long  and  general  usage. 
In  practice,  it  is  advantageous  to  the  interests  of  the  estate. 
Higher  prices  are  obtained,  and  usually  without  loss.     Cash 
sales  will,  in  most  cases,  necessarily  be  made  at  lower  rates. 
Where  sales  are  thus  made,  and  security  taken  with  due 
caution,  the  executor  or  administrator  is  chargeable  with  no 
default,  and  is  not  liable  in  case  of  loss.     But  in  this  case, 
the  administrator  made  the  sales  in  question  upon  the  per- 
sonal liability  of  the  purchasers,  without  security  of  any  kind. 
In  the  one  case,  no  note  was  taken ;  in  the  other,  the  indi- 
vidual note  of  the  purchaser.     One  of  the  purchasers  was 
known  to  the  administrator  to  be  unworthy  of  credit;  the 
other,  from  whom  the  note  was  taken,  was  supposed  to  be  re- 
sponsible. The  conduct  of  the  fidministrator  in  both  cases  Wiis 
entirely  indefensible.  I  know  of  no  practice  to  countenance  it, 
and  no  principle  upon  which  such  practice  can  be  justified. 
On  the  contrary,  1  believe  the  principle  to  be  of  universal  ap- 
plication, admitting  of  no  exception  or  qualification,  that  an 
executor  or  administrator  cannot  sell  and  part  with  the  pos- 
session of  assets  which  have  come  to  his  hands  to  be  admin- 
istered, without  requiring  security  for  the  price.     If  he  sell 
under  judicial  sanction,  he  must  pursue  strictly  the  order  of 
the  court.     If  he  sell  upon  credit,  without  judicial  sanction, 
and  upon  his  own  discretion,  he  must  use  due  caution  in  ob- 
taining adequate  security.     If  he  do  otherwise,  he  acts  at 
his  peril;  and  if  a  loss  is  sustained  by  the  insolvency  of  the 
purchaser,  he  is  guilty  of  a  devastavit 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  judicial  decision  upon  the  point  in 
this  state,  but  I  regard  the  principle  as  unquestionable,  and 
it  is  sustained  by  abundant  authority  in  other  states. 

In  ITing  v.  King's  Adm'rs,  3  Johns.  Ch.  JR.  552,  the  ad- 
ministrators sold  the  leasehold  estate  of  the  intestate  on 
credit,  and  took  a  promissory  note  of  the  purchaser,  without 
security.  The  purchaser  paid  part  of  the  purchase  money, 
but  became  insolvent  before  the  residue  could  be  collected. 
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The  administrators  were  held  responsible  for  the  loss.  The 
Chancellor  (Kent)  directed  that  they  should  be  charged  with 
the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase  money,  holding  them  guilty 
of  negligence  in  parting  with  the  leasehold  estate  without 
payment  or  security.  The  principle  is  sustained  by  numerous 
authorities.  Orcutt  v.  OrmSy  3  Paige  459 ;  Stakes  v.  Collins, 
4  Desaus,  207 ;  Massey  v.  Cureton,  Cheves  181 ;  O'Dell  v. 
Young  J  1  McMuUansEq,  155;  DUlebavgh's  Estate,  4  Watts 
177 ;  Johnston's  Estate,  9  Watts  4-  Serg,  108. 

I  have  dwelt  thus  long  upon  this  point,  which  seems  too 
clear  to  admit  of  doubt  or  to  require  discussion,  because  the 
administrator  was  not  charged  with  this  loss  by  the  respected 
tribunal  by  whom  this  cause  was  originally  decided.  I  have 
looked  with  some  solicitude,  to  discover  the  ground  upon 
which  that  decision  could  have  been  based.  It  may  have 
been,  because  they  believed  that  the  administrator  acted  in 
good  faith.  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  he  did  act  in  entire 
pood  faith,  but  if  the  money  was  lost  by  his  default,  the 
jmrity  of  his  motives  cannot  relieve  him  Irom  his  obligation 
to  make  good  the  loss.  Or,  the  court  may  have  decided, 
upon  the  principle  that  the  executor  was  bound  only  to  use 
ordinary  caution  in  the  management  of  the  estate.  That 
]>rinciple  is  admitted.  An  executor  or  administrator  is 
bound  to  use  the  same  caution  and  circumspection,  that  a 
prudent  man  would  use  in  the  conduct  of  his  own  concerns. 
But  no  prudent  man,  influenced  by  the  ordinary  motives  of 
self  interest,  and  acting  with  due  caution,  will  let  out  his 
money  or  sell  property  on  credit,  without  a  responsible 
security  for  its  payment.  But  the  more  decisive  answer  to 
the  suggestion  is,  that  in  parting  with  the  assets  of  the  estate 
to  a  purchaser  without  security,  the  administrator  was  vio- 
lating his  duty,  and  was  guilty  of  a  default.  The  law  allows 
no  exercise  of  discretion  upon  that  point.  He  is  bound  to 
require  security.  In  deciding  what  security  he  will  accept, 
he  acts  at  his  discretion.  He  is  bound  to  use  ordinary  cau- 
tion only,  and  if  the  security  prove  inadequate,  the  adminis- 
trator, acting  in  good  faith,  is  not  responsible.  The  case  is 
not  altered  by  the  fact  that  the  goods  were  removed  by  one 
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of  the  purchasers,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
administrator.  He  took  no  step  to  obtain  security,  or  compel 
a  restoration  of  the  goods. 

The  administrator  is  responsible  for  the  loss  sustained  by 
the  neglect  to  require  security.  Both  claims  should  have 
been*  disallowed,  and  the  decree  and  account  must  be  cor- 
rected accordingly.  In  all  other  respects  the  decree  is  af- 
firmed. 

The  main  question  involved  in  the  cause  was  novel  and 
proper  to  be  heard  before  this  court.  Costs  will  be  allowed 
to  neither  party  as  against  the  other. 


John  Culver,  appellant,  and  James  Brown,  respondent. 

1.  The  design  of  the  act  of  1856,  {Nix.  Dig.  690,  J  3,)  supplementary  to 
the  Orphans  Court  act,  was,  that  notice  should  be  given  to  the  ward,  of  nn 
intended  settlement  by  his  guardian.  No  notice  to,  or  appearance  by  the 
guardian,  can  be  a  waiver  of  the  notice  prescribed  by  the  act. 

2.  Fifteen  per  cent,  commissions  having  been  allowed  by  the  Orphans 
Court,  the  law  authorizing  but  seven  per  cent.,  decree  must  be  corrected 


This  case  came  before  the  Ordinary  on  appeal  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  Orphans  Court  of  the  county  of  Middlesex. 

Schenck,  for  appellant. 

Leupp,  for  respondent. 

The  Ordinary.  The  appellant  having  settled  his  final 
•(Ccount  as  guardian  of  the  respondent,  before  the  Orphans 
Oourt  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  the  court,  by  a  subsequent 
otder,  opened  the  account  and  decree  thereon,  and  permitted 
the  ward  to  file  exceptions  to  the  account.  From  this  latter 
decree  the  guardian  has  appealed. 

Culver  was  appointed  guardian  of  the  respondent  on  the 

2y» 
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20th  of  March,  1844,  the  ward  then  being  under  seven  years 
of  age.  When  his  oflBce  was  determined,  does  not  appear. 
His  last  disbursement  for  the  ward  was  under  dat«  of  the 
16th  of  June,  1852.  On  the  18th  of  January,  1866,  he  de- 
livered over  to  David  Yates,  the  newly  appointed  guardian, 
fifty  dollars  as  funds  belonging  to  the  ward.  At  the  term  of 
December,  1857,  he  exhibited  his  final  account  as  guardian, 
for  settlement  and  allowance,  no  previous  settlement  having 
been  made.  On  the  12th  of  January,  1868,  a  decree  was 
made  for  the  settlement  and  allowance  of  the  account  On 
the  29th  of  the  same  month  of  January,  on  the  application 
of  the  ward,  a  rule  was  granted  to  show  cause  why  the  de- 
cree should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the  account  opened.  Evi- 
dence having  been  taken,  the  rule  was  made  absolute  on  the 
12th  of  March  following.  The  decree  opening  the  account, 
appears,  by  its  recital,  to  have  been  made  for  errors,  irregu- 
larities, and  mistakes  made  manifest. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  appellant  that  the  decree  was  erro- 
neous, because  there  is  no  evidence,  either  of  fraud  or  mis- 
take, aild  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute,  the  decree  upon 
the  final  settlement  and  allowance  of  the  account,  is  conclu- 
sive upon  all  parties.     Nix.  Dig,  581,  §  27. 

I  incline  to  think  that  the  decree  for  the  settlement  and 
allowance  of  the  guardian's  account  was  a  nullity.  It  does 
not  appear  by  the  evidence  that  the  settlement  of  the  accouDt 
was  advertised,  or  that  any  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the 
ward,  nor  can  it  be  gathered  from  the  proceedings  in  the  Or- 
phans Court,  that  any  such  advertisement  or  notice  was  given. 
On  the  contrary  the  decree  itself,  as  if  by  way  of  substitute 
for  the  legal  notice,  states  that  Brown,  the  minor,  appeared 
by  his  guardian,  David  Yates.  Yates,  on  his  examination, 
testifies  that  one,  two,  or  three  days  before  the  term.  Culver 
spoke  to  him  about  the  settlement  of  his  account  He  adds: 
*'  I  told  him  I  would  be  there,  and  that  it  would  not  be  ne- 
cessary for  him  to  serve  a  notice  on  me.  That  he  could  settle 
With  the  court,  and  I  would  examine  it  afterwards.     I  don  t 
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know  anything  about  the  account,  whether  it  is  correct  or 
otherwise.     I  never  saw  it." 

The  act  of  1855,  (Nix,  Dig.,  1««.  ed.,  562,  §  8,)  requires  that 
in  addition  to  the  notice  then  required  by  law,  the  guardian 
should  give  to  all  the  wards  interested  in  the  account  to  be 
settled,  thirty  days  notice  of  his  intention  to  settle  his  ac- 
count. 

The  act  of  1856,  {Nix.  Dig.  590,  §  3,)  repeals  the  eighth 
section  of  the  act  of  1856,  and  declares  that  no  account  of 
any  guardian  shall  be  audited  or  allowed,  unless  the  guardian 
shall  give  at  least  two  months  notice  of  such  settlement  by 
advertisement,  as  prescribed  in  the  act.  It  was  expressly 
required  by  the  act  of  1865,  that  notice  should  be  given  to 
the  ward,  and  such  was  the  manifest  design  of  the  act  of 
1856.  No  notice  to,  or  appearance  by  the  guardian,  can 
be  a  waiver  of  the  notice  prescribed  by  the  act  of  1856.  The 
court  appear  to  have  proceeded  on  the  erroneous  assumption, 
that  the  appearance  by  the  newly  appointed  guardian  was  a 
waiver  of,  or  a  substitute  for,  the  notice  required  by  the 
statute. 

But  aside  from  this  objection,  the  court  were  justified  in 
opening  the  account  and  admitting  exceptions  to  be  filed, 
both  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  mistake.  The  guardian 
was  appointed  in  1844.  In  1860,  he  had  sold  the  real  estate 
of  the  ward.  In  1852,  he  had  made  the  last  disbursement 
for  his  ward.  In  1863,  the  ward  was  in  his  employ,  earning 
wages.  In  1866,  the  guardian,  having  been  discharged  from 
office,  turned  over  fifty  dollars  of  the  ward's  funds  to  his 
newly  apj>ointed  guardian,  as  a  balance  that  was  coming  to 
him.  In  1858,  a  few  months  before  the  ward  came  of  age, 
the  guardian,  without  notice  to  the  ward,  or  an  opportunity 
on  his  part  to  be  heard,  settled  his  account,  showing  a  balance 
in  his  own  favor.  Notice  was  indeed  given,  two  or  three 
days  before  the  court,  to  the  newly  appointed  guardian,  of  an 
intention  to  settle  the  accx)unt,  but  he  had  no  knowledge  of 
its  character  or  contents,  and  in  waiving  notice  to  himself, 
and  consenting  to  the  settlement,  it  was  upon  the  manifest 
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understanding,  on  his  part,  that  any  error  could  be  subse- 
quently corrected.  An  application  was  made  within  a  few 
days,  to  open  the  account  and  correct  errors,  but  the  ac- 
countant insisted  that  the  settlement  was  conclusive  against 
his  ward.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  court  were  justi- 
fied in  holding  the  settlement  fraudulent  as  against  the  minor. 
It  may  be  added,  that  there  is  at  least  one  manifest  mis- 
take in  the  account  as  settled.  As  the  law  stood  at  the  set- 
tlement of  this  account  in  1858,  and  as  it  now  stands,  the 
commissions  allowed  to  a  guardian,  cannot  exceed  seven  per 
cent,  on  sums  not  exceeding  one  thousand  dollars,  received 
and  paid  out.  The  commissions  allowed  the  guardian  in 
this  case,  amounted  to  nearly  fifteen  per  cent,  on  the  sum  re- 
ceived and  paid  out.  This,  it  is  true,  would  not  be  a  ground 
for  opening  the  entire  account,  but  it  shows  the  necessity  of 
its  correction,  and  the  propriety  of  requiring  that  the  ward 
should  have  an  opportunity  of  being  present  at  the  settle- 
ment, and  protecting  his  rights. 

The  decree  is  affirmed  with  costs. 


C^SES   ADJUDGED 


15  THE 


COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS 


OF  THE 


STATE    OF   NEW  JERSEY, 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY. 

JUNE  TERM,  1863. 


JosiAH  F.  MuiR,  appellant,  and  The  Newark  Savings  In- 
stitution and  others,  respondents. 

1.  If  an  agent,  in  making  a  loan  of  money,  accept  from  the  borrower  a 
bonus  beyond  the  legal  rate  of  interest,  such  act  of  the  agent  will  not 
render  the  contract  usurious,  if  the  bonus  was  taken  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  principal,  and  was  not  received  by  him. 

2.  The  reservation  of  interest  for  money  actually  on  hand  and  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  borrower,  during  the  time  he  is  engaged  in  completing  bis 
securities,  is  not  usurious. 

3.  The  essence  of  the  offence  of  usury  is  a  corrupt  agreement  to  contra- 
vene the  law.  Any  contrivance  to  evade  the  statute,  and  to  enable  \he 
lender  to  receive  more  than  legal  interest  for  his  money,  renders  the  con- 
tract a  corrupt  one.  And  the  law  will  infer  the  corrupt  agreement,  when  it 
appears  by  the  face  of  the  papers  or  otherwise,  that  illegal  interest  was  in- 
tentionally reserved,  although  the  illegality  arose  from  a  mistaken  constrac- 
tion  of  the  law. 
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Mair  v.  Newark  Savings  Institution. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Chancellor.  The 
appeal  was  argued  by 

Zabriskie,  for  appellant, 

HubbeU,  A.  Mills ^  and  C  Parker,  for  respondents. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Elmer,  J.  The  bill  filed  by  the  Newark  Savings  Insti- 
tution, is  the  common  bill  for  the  foreclosure  and  sale  of 
certain  mortgaged  premises,  to  pay  the  balance  claimed  to 
be  due  from  the  appellant  on  his  bond  and  mortgage,  bearing 
dat^  July  1st,  1850.  To  this  bill  the  executor  of  Abraham 
Brittin,  deceased,  was  made  defendant,  so  that  the  amount 
due  on  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  by  the  appellant  to  the 
said  Brittin  for  $3000,  dated  February  10th,  1859,  might 
be  inchulod  in  the  decree.  The  executor  answered,  and 
prayed  to  have  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  property,  and  the 
payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage. 
The  appellant,  in  his  answer,  set  up  the  defence  of  usury  as 
against  both  debts. 

As  to  ilie  bond  and  mortgage  to  the  Savings  Institution, 
the  usury  is  alleged  to  have  arisen  in  two  ways.  First,  he 
says  that  it  was  agreed  between  him  and  William  B.  Mott, 
acting  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  complainants,  that  they  would 
loan  to  f^aid  defendant  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars, 
upon  condition  that  defendant  would  pay  therefore  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  dollars,  which  he  avows  he  did  pay  to  said 
Mott,  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  said  bond  and 
mortgage.  And  secondly,  he  says,  that  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage  bear  interest  from,  and  are  dated  July  l8t,,but  that 
tHb  money  was  not  actually  paid  over  by  complainants,  or 
received  by  defendant,  until  the  ninth  of  said  month. 

We  are  not  satisfied  that  the  first  ground  of  usury  thus 
set  up,  is  proved  to  be  true.  The  defendant  himself  swears 
to  the  facts ;  but  although  the  statute  has  made  him  a  com- 
petent witness,  his  credibility  is  open  to  question,  and  we  do 
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not  feel  justified  in  deciding  that  a  debt,  secured  by  a  bond 
and  mortgage  shall  be  discharged  by  the  uncorroborated 
oath  of  the  party  who  has  made  and  is  bound  by  them.  In 
this  caee,  it  appears  that  he  has  paid  the  interest  for  many 
years,  and  a  part  of  the  principal,  and  made  no  complaint 
of  usury  during  the  lifetime  of  Mott,  who  alone  could  con- 
tradict him.  But  if  he  did  pay  a  borms  of  one  hundred 
dollars  to  Mott  to  obtain  this  loan,  as  he  alleges,  there  is 
not  only  no  evidence  that  he  had  any  authority  from  the 
institution  to  receive  it,  or  that  the  other  members  of  the 
funding  committee,  by  whose  concurrence  the  loan  was  made, 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  transaction ;  but  it  is  proved  that 
they  were  ignorant  of  it,  and  that  no  part  of  the  money 
went  into  the  funds  of  the  complainants.  This  ground  of 
usury,  therefore,  entirely  fails. 

It  appears,  as  to  the  second  ground,  that  the  money  was 
not  in  fact  paid  over  to  the  defendant  until  the  tenth  of  July, 
and  that  Mott,  who  was  treasurer,  and  Jis  such  one  of  the 
funding  committee,  made  an  entry  in  the  books  of  the  insti- 
tution, as  follows  :  "  1850,  July  3d,  bond  and  mortgage  ac- 
count. Dr.  to  cash  for  Josiah  F.  Muir's  bond  and  mortgage 
on  property  at  Chatham,  N.  J.,  $5000." 

It  is  insisted  for  the  appellant,  that  it  thus  appears  the 
bond  and  mortgage  were  made  to  bear  inircrest  several  days 
before  the  loan  was  mjvde,  and  that  this  was  such  an  inten- 
tional violation  of  the  law,  as  to  amount,  whatever  may  have 
been  the  motive  of  the  parties,  to  a  corrupt  agreement,  and 
was  therefore  usurious.  The  essence  of  the  otFence  of  usury 
is  a  corrupt  agreement  to  contravene  the  law.  Any  contri- 
vance to  evade  the  statute,  and  to  enable  the  lender  to  receive 
more  than  legal  interest  for  his  money,  undoubtedly  renders 
the  contract  a  corrupt  one.  And  there  is  no  doubt  that  the 
law  will  infer  this  corrupt  agreement,  when  it  appears  by  the 
face  of  the  pa{)ers  or  otherwise,  that  illegal  interest  was  in- 
tentionally reserved,  although  the  illegality  arose  from  a  mis- 
taken construction  of  the  law.  So  it  was  held  in  the  cases 
to  which  we  were  referred.    Marsh  v.  Martindcde,  3  Bosan, 


640       CJOURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 

Moir  V.  Newark  Savings  InBtitution. 

^  Pull.  154 ;  Bank  of  Utica  v.  Wager,  2  Cow.  712,  and  other 
New  York  caaea  of  a  like  nature;  Bank  of  Maine  v.  BvUs^ 
9  MasB.  49 ;   WiUiama  v.  WiUiams,  3  Green's  R.  255. 

But  in  the  case  before  us  there  was  no  contrivance  to  evade 
the  statute,  nor  was  illegal  interest  intentionally  reserved. 
The  appellant's  own  statement  is,  that  he  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  funding  committee  to  take  the  money, 
and  that  they  had  it  on  hand  subject  to  his  disposal,  before 
the  first  of  July,  and  that  the  delay  occurred  in  having  the 
security  prepared  and  executed.  The  entry  in  the  books  of 
the  institution,  of  the  loan  on  the  third  of  July,  cannot  be 
regarded  as  conclusive  proof  that  the  agreement  was  not  en- 
tered into  at  an  earlier  date.  As  the  case  is  presented,  we 
think  we  are  fully  justified  in  considering  that  it  was ;  it  being 
apparent  that  there  was  no  design  on  the  part  of  either 
lender  or  borrower,  to  take  or  to  allow  illegal  interest.  No 
case  has  been  produced,  which  has  held  it  to  be  illegal  to  re- 
serve or  take  interest  for  money  actually  on  hand  and  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  borrower,  during  the  time  he  is  engaged  in 
completing  his  securities.  In  the  case  of  Keyes  v.  Moidtrie 
4"  Palmer f  3  Bosw,  1,  the  Superior  Court  of  New  York  de- 
cided, we  think  correctly,  that  a  contract  of  this  character  is 
not  usurious.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  decree 
of  the  Chancellor,,ordering  an  account  to  be  taken  of  the 
amount  due  on  the  complainant's  bond  and  mortgage,  is  cor- 
rect, and  must  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  Brittin  mortgage,  the  allegation  is  that  it  was 
given  to  secure  a  loan  of  three  thousand  dollars,  and  that 
said  loan  was  made  upon  express  condition  that  the  appellant 
should  Uike,  as  a  part  thereof,  a  horse  at  the  price  of  five  hun- 
dred dollars,  and  that  said  horse  was  not  worth  more  than  two 
hundred  and  sixty  dollars.  If  these  allegations  were  proved, 
the  defence  would  be  complete.  But  we  are  not  satisfied  that 
they  are.  This  defence,  like  that  in  the  case  of  the  Savings 
Institution,  is  set  up  after  the  death  of  the  party  with  whom 
the  contract  was  made.  The  evidence  relied  on  consists  of 
the  appellant's  own  statements,  not  made  on  oath,  and  some 
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of  which  were  clearly  incompetent.  There  is  no  satisfactory 
evidence  of  the  material  allegation  that  the  taking  of  the 
horse  at  the  price  named  was  a  condition  of  the  appellant's 
obtaining  a  loan.  It  appears  that  he  signed  a  receipt,  that 
he  had  received  Brittin  s  check  for  $2000,  three  notes  of  other 
parties  amounting  to  $540.02,  and  a  four  year  old  stud  colt, 
$600,  for  which  he  had  given  his  bond  and  mortgage  for 
$3000,  and  his  note  for  $40.02 ;  but  this  receipt  does  not 
show  that  the  taking  of  the  notes  and  the  horse  was  not  at 
his  own  request.  It  was  insisted  that  the  situation  of  the 
appellant  was  such  that  we  ought  to  infer  that  he  could  not 
have  desired  to  purchase  such  a  horse.  Such  an  inference, 
we  think,  would  be  very  unsafe,  and  would  amount  to  the 
substitution  of  conjecture  for  proof.  Nor  is  the  evidence 
that  the  horse  was  not  worth  the  money  agreed  to  be  paid 
for  him,  at  all  conclusive.  Several  witnesses,  it  is  true,  rated 
him  at  from  $125  to  $200 ;  but  the  little  reliance  that  can 
be  placed  on  such  estimates  is  shown  by  the  fact,  that  although 
the  horse  was  stolen  shortly  after  the  purchase,  and  con- 
siderably injured,  he  was  actually  sold  for  $260.  He  was 
certainly  a  horse  of  rather  remarkable  beauty,  and  several 
good  judges  testify  that  he  was  worth  $500.  The  appellant 
himself  stated,  at  the  time  ho  was  stolen,  that  he  was  a  valu- 
able horse,  worth  $500  or  $600.  We  think  the  Chancellor  a 
order  that  an  account  be  taken  of  the  amounts  due  on  this 
bond  and  mortgage  was  correct,  and  that  the  whole  decree 
must  be  affirmed. 

The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  was  affirmed  by  the  following 
vote: 

For  affirmance — Judges  Brown,  Combs,  Cornelison, 
Elmer,  Fort,  Haines,  Kennedy,  Ogden,  Vredenburgh, 
Wales,  Wood — 11. 

For  reversal — None. 

Vol.  I.  2z 
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Norris  v.  Ez're  of  Thomson. 


NOVEMBER   TERM,    1863. 

Caroline  Norris,  Adeline  Thomson,  and  others,  appel- 
lants, and  The  Executors  o^  John  R.  Thomson  and 
others,  respondents.* 

1.  To  constitute  a  legacy  specific,  it  is  necessary  that  such  intention  be 
either  expressed  by  the  testator  in  reference  to  the  thing  bequeathed,  or 
otherwise  clearly  appear  from  the  will. 

2.  This  is  not  a  technical  arbitrary  rule  to  be  answered  only  by  the  use 
of  particular  words  and  expressions,  but  is  an  embodiment  of  the  general 
principles  by  which  the  character  of  legacies  should  be  tested  and  deter- 
mined, each  will  resting  for  correct  construction  upon  the  language  em- 
ployed, and  upon  established  surrounding  significant  circumstances,  if  such 
exist. 

3.  The  language  used  by  the  testator  in  creating  and  directing  the  trusts 
in  the  will,  has  a  clear  reference  to  tlie  stocks  and  particular  bonds  which 
the  testator  possessed  when  he  executed  the  will,  and  shows  that  the  testa- 
tor intended  tliat  the  legacies  should  be  discharged  by  his  trustees  hauling 
over  to  the  rusi>ective  legatees,  stock  and  bonds  which  they  would  find  in 
his  strong  box  after  his  death.     Per  Ouden,  J. 

4.  It  the  language  of  the  will  does  not  come  up  to  the  rule  laid  down  in 
the  books,  the  circumstances  by  which  the  testator  was  surrouuded  when 
the  will  was  drawn,  and  the  whole  scope  and  texture  of  the  instrument 
taken  in  connection  with  the  particular  clauses  of  bequest,  clearly  indicate 
an  intention  to  create  a  specific  legacy. 


*  Note.  This  case  has  been  reported,  and  the  opinion  of  one  of  the 
judges  is  published  in  2  McCarUr  493. 

li  «ioes  not  appear  that  th^ opinion  heretofore  published  was  read  in  open 
c  )urt,  or  that  the  legal  priucijiles  it  announces,  were  concurred  in  by  any 
other  member  of  the  court.  In  so  far  as  it  may  be  understood  as  sanction- 
ing rules  of  construction,  different  from  those  announced  m  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  it  can,  it  is  apprehended,  only  be  regarded  b»  the  dissenting 
opinion  of  the  judge  by  whom  it  was  delivered.  The  opinion  of  the  court 
was  read  by  Oduen,  J.  The  construction  adopted  by  the  learned  judge, 
being  di*rived  from  the  whole  scope  and  texture  of  the  will,  it  is  thought 
alvisable,  in  order  to  a  clear  understanding  of  the  principles  upon  which 
his  opinion  rests,  to  publish  the  will  at  length. — The  Kepobter. 
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This  cause  was  heard  upon  appeal  from  the  opinion  of  the 
Chancellor  (reported  antCf  p,  218)  upon  the  construction  of 
the  will  of  John  R.  Thomson,  deceased. 

The  will  is  as  follows : 

"  I  direct  my  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses 
to  be  paid,  and  I  appoint  John  M.  Read,  Charles  Macalester, 
and  Alexander  H.  Thomson,  rav  executors. 

I  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath,  all  and  singular,  the  books, 
pictures,  plate,  china,  wines  and  liquors,  and  all  other  house- 
hold goods  and  furniture  of  every  kind,  which  shall  be  in 
and  about  my  house  at  Princeton,  and  also  in  and  about  my 
house  at  Washington,  and  all  my  horses  and  carriages,  to 
my  wife,  Josephine  A.  Thomson. 

All  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  real  and  personal  estate,  of 
whatsoever  nature  or  kind,  or  wheresoever  situate,  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeath  to  John  M.  Read,  Charles  Macaloster, 
and  Alexander  H.  Thomson,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators, in  trust  for  the  following  uses  and  purposes : 

First.  To  give  lo  my  sister,  Mrs.  Caroline  Norris,  two 
hundred  and  fifty  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  New 
York  and  Baltimore  Transportation  Line;  to  my  sister, 
Adeline  Thomson,  two  hundred  and  fifty  shares  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  the  sai<l  li^ne;  to  my  sister,  Amelia  Read,  wife 
of  the  Hon.  John  M.  Read,  two  hundred  and  fifty  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  the  said  line ;  to  my  nephew,  Alexander 
Hamilton  Thomson,  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  shares  of 
the  capitiil  stock  of  the  said  line;  and  to  my  niece,  Elizabeth 
Norris,  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  said  line. 

Secondly.  I  give  to  my  friends,  John  M.  Read,  William 
H.  Gatzmer,  Richard  Shippen,  Dr.  Phineas  J.  Horwitz,  and 
Joseph  P.  Norris,  the  husband  of  my  sister,  Caroline  Norris, 
five  bonds  of  one  thousand  dollars  each,  of  the  Delaware  and 
Raritan  Canal  Company  and  Camden  and  Amboy  Railroad 
and  Transportation  Company,  redeemable  in  1889,  one  bond 
to  each  of  the  above  named  legatees. 

I  also  direct  to  be  paid  an  annuity  of  five  hundred  dollars. 
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jdiiring  his  natural  life,  to  my  brother,  Edward  R.  Thomson, 
oTr  the  United  States  navy. 

And  I  further  direct  that,  from  the  income  of  the  residue 
of  my  estate,  there  shall  be  paid  an  annual  sum  of  ten  thou- 
sand dollars,  payable  semi-annually,  to  my  wife,  Josephine 
A.  Thomson,  and  I  authorize  and  empower  my  said  wife,  by 
her  last  will  and  testament,  duly  executed,  to  direct,  limit 
or  appoint,  give  or  devise,  the  portion  of  the  estate  so  ap- 
j)ropriated  for  an  income  of  ten  thousand  dollars  a  year  for 
her  support,  to  give  or  devise  the  same  to  and  amongst  all 
and  every  the  children  of  my  sisters,  Caroline  Norris  and 
Amelia  Read,  and  their  children,  in  such  proportions,  and 
lor  such  estate  or  estates,  as  she  may  think  proper;  or  if  my 
wife  so  chooses,  she  may,  by  her  last  will  and  testament 
aforesaid,  direct,  limit,  or  appoint,  give  or  devise  the  same  to 
and  among  my  sisters,  Caroline,  Adeline,  and  Amelia,  and 
their  children  and  grand-children,  and  my  brother  Edward, 
in  such  proportions,  and  for  such  estate  or  estat-es,  as  she 
may  think  proper ;  and  my  said  trustees,  their  heirs,  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  are  hereby  required  to  pay,  assign, 
convey,  and  transfer  the  same  to  the  said  appointees,  accord- 
ing to  the  directions,  limitations,  appointments,  gifts,  and 
devises  in  the  said  last  will  of  my  said  wife. 

And  I  further  direct  that,  if  the  income  from  my  estate, 
after  the  payment  of  the  bequests  herein  before  made,  shall 
exceed  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars  a  year,  the  sur- 
j)lus  be  invested  in  good  securities,  and  that  my  said  wife, 
Josephine,  shall  be  authorized  and  empowered  by  her  last 
will  and  testament,  to  give  and  devise  the  same  among  such 
benevolent,  religious,  or  charitable  institutions,  as  she  may 
think  proper. 

And  in  default  of  such  directions,  limitations,  and  appoint- 
ments, and  so  far  as  the  same  shall  not  extend,  then  to  pay, 
assign,  convey,  and  transfer  the  residue  to  my  said  three  sis- 
ters, Caroline,  Adeline,  and  Amelia,  and  my  brother  Edward, 
their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators^  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, to  whom  I  give  and  devise  the  same. 

Fourthly.    I  authorize  my  said  trustees  and  executors  to 
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retain  and  hold  whatever  investments  I  may  have  at  my  de- 
cease, unless  requested,  in  writing,  by  my  wife  to  change  the 
same. 

I  authorize  my  said  executors  and  trustees,  in  either  capa- 
city, to  sell  and  convey  all,  or  any  part  of  my  estate,  real 
and  personal." 

The  appeal  was  argued  by 

Zabriskie  and  Beasley,  for  appellants. 

Bradley y  for  respondents. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Ogden,  J.  The  single  question  presented  for  adjudication 
by  this  case,  and  upon  which  the  respondents,  who  were  de- 
fendants in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  as  well  as  the  complain- 
ants, desired  the  direction  and  decree  of  that  court,  before 
they  could  safely  act  in  the  premises,  is  whether  the  com- 
plainants, who  are  legatees  named  in  the  last  wmU  of  John  R. 
Thomson,  d«^ceased,  take  specific  or  general  legacies.  The 
subject  matters  of  the  be(iuests  were  shares  of  stock  in  the 
New  York  and  Baltimore  Transportation  Company,  and 
joint  bonds  of  the  Delaware  and  Raritan  Canal  and  the 
Camden  and  Amboy  Railroad  Companies.  The  characteris- 
tics of  specific  legacies  being  undisputed,  the  arguments  of 
counsel  have  been  confined  to  the  considerations,  whether 
the  language  employed  by  the  testator,  under  the  circum- 
stances by  which  at  the  time  he  was  surrounded,  ascertained 
from  the  relation  which  he  bore  to  the  legatees,  the  nature 
of  his  property,  and  his  presumed  purpose  not  to  die  intes- 
tate as  to  any  portion  of  his  accumulations  then  existing  or 
prospective,  viewed  and  considered  in  connection  with  the 
general  disposition  he  made  of  his  estate,  and  with  the  whole 
texture  of  the  will,  manifest  a  clear  intention  on  his  part, 
that  the  stock  and  bonds  given  by  him  to  the  complainants, 
should  be  furnished  to  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  out  of  the 
saini^  species  of  securities  which  were  held  by  him  clear  of 

2z* 
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encumbraDce  at  the  date  of  his  will,  and  retained  by  him  in 
that  condition  to  the  hour  of  his  death,  and  vested  by  his 
will  in  trustees,  on  several  special  expressed  trusts. 

If  such  intention  sufficiently  appears  from  those  consider- 
ations taken  together,  the  respective  legacies  are  specific,  and 
the  will  cannot  be  carried  into  effect,  without  appropriating 
and  handing  over  to  the  legatees,  the  quantum  of  stock  and 
of  bonds,  directed  to  be  given  to  them,  in  the  condition  in 
which  they  were  found  by  the  executors  and  trustees,  after 
the  death  of  the  testator. 

It  is  conceded,  that  if  he  had  directed  the  trustees  to  give  to 
his  sisters,  and  nephew  and  niece,  a  certain  number  of  shares 
of  his  stock,  and  to  his  friends  five  of  his  bonds,  he  thereby 
would  have  so  individuated,  by  words,  the  property  which  he 
desired  that  his  legatees  should  have  in  kind,  that  a  serious 
question  could  not  have  been  made  about  his  intention.  If, 
therefore,  a  like  intention  is  fairly  inferable  from  the  lan- 
guage adopted,  taken  in  connection  with  the  several  consid- 
erations already  adverted  to,  the  specific  character  of  the 
legacies  must  be  determined  by  such  intention. 

It  appears  that  the  will  was  made  in  July,  1862,  only  a 
few  weeks  anterior  to  the  testator's  death  in  September,  aud 
during,  or  shortly  before,  his  last  sickness,  and  probably 
after  he  had  become  unfitted,  from  disease,  to  engage  in  ac- 
tive business.  He  seems  to  have  retained  a  perfect  knowledge 
of  the  amount  and  nature  of  his  property,  and  to  have  been 
peculiarly  conversant  with  the  value,  as  iJivestmentSy  of  the 
stocks  and  bonds  which  he  was  about  to  bequeath.  He 
manifestly  designed  to  provide  munificently  for  his  wife,  and 
to  give  to  his  sisters,  and  a  nephew  and  niece,  portions  of  his 
property,  from  which,  in  his  judgment,  they  severally  would 
reap  ample  returns.  He  likewise  wjis  mindful  of  five  tried 
and  valued  friends,  and  wished  to  bequeath  to  each  of  them 
a  moderate  legacy,  as  expressive  of  his  estimation  of  their 
worth.  His  confidence  in  the  extent  and  productiveness  of 
the  securities  that  he  held,  is  manifested  by  a  provision  in 
the  will  for  the  investment  and  ultimate  disposition  of  sur- 
plus interest  and  dividends,  which  he  supposed  might  remain 
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after  applying  enough  of  his  stock  and  bonds  to  discharge 
the  legacies  to  the  complainants,  and  after  paying  $10,000  a 
year  to  his  wife,  and  likewise  an  annuity  of  $600  to  his 
brother.  His  injunction  to  the  executors  and  trustees,  to 
hold  the  stocks  and  other  investments  in  trust,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  will,  and  not  to  change  any  of  them,  without 
the  written  request  of  his  widow,  is  additional  proof  that 
he  was  fully  satisfied  with  his  own  judgment  in  selecting 
valuable  securities  for  his  moneys,  and  that  he  wished  those 
securities  to  be  continued  intact  until  his  wife,  the  person 
who  fully  knew  his  mind  on  that  subject,  and  who  is  chiefly 
interested  in  the  future  avails  of  his  property,  should  deter- 
mine that  a  change  of  any  of  them  would  be  advantageous 
to  the  estate. 

After  directing  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  appointing 
his  executors,  he  commenced  dispovsing  of  his  property,  by  a 
specific  legacy  to  his  wife,  of  his  books,  pictures,  plate,  and 
household  furniture  of  every  kind,  in  his  mansion-house  at 
Princeton,  and  in  and  about  his  house  at  Washington,  and 
all  his  horses  and  carriages.  Then  he  gave,  devised,  and  be- 
queathed all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  his  executors,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, in  trust,  for  certain  uses  and  purposes.  By  this  devise 
and  bequest  he  transferred  to  them,  as  trustees,  all  the  stocks, 
l)onds,  and  other  secnirities,  which  he  possessed  and  was  en- 
titled to,  having  in  his  mind  the  purpose  of  directing  them 
to  retaia  those  securities,  for  fulfilling  the  requirements  of 
the  trusts  he  was  about  to  declare. 

He  then  proceeded  to  specify  the  purposes  to  which  the 
estate  thus  put  in  trust  should  be  applied. 

First.  For  his  trustees  to  give  to  each  of  his  three  sisters, 
two  hundred  and  fifty  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  New 
York  and  Baltimore  Transportation  line,  and  to  a  nephew 
and  niece  each,  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  said  line ;  the  testator,  at  that  time,  hold- 
ing 3,680  shares  of  that  stock  unencumbered. 

Secondly.  To  give  to  each  of  his  five  friends,  whom  he 
named,  one  bond  of  $1000,  of  the  joint  companies,  redeema- 
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ble  in  1889 ;  he,  the  testator,  then  holding  twenty- nine  bonds 
of  that  description  and  class,  also  free  and  unencumbered ; 
and  likewise  a  large  number  of  railroad  and  canal  bonds, 
then  in  hypothecation. 

The  unencumbered  bonds  and  shares  were  susceptible  of 
delivery  immediately  after  his  death,  while  those  in  pledge 
could  not  be  under  the  control  of  the  trustees,  until  the  debts, 
for  which  they  were  hypothecated,  were  paid.  The  signifi- 
cance of  this  method,  in  designating  by  an  ear-mark,  the 
property  for  his  legatees,  cannot  be  blinked  or  disregarded. 

After  directing  his  trustees  to  pay  an  annuity  of  $500  to 
his  brother  during  his  natural  life,  he  directs  that  from  the 
income  of  the  residue  of  his  estate,  provision  shall  be  made 
for  his  wife,  by  paying  her  a  fixed  sum  semi-annually.  What 
is  the  natural  import  of  that  direction  ?  What  could  the 
testator  have  meant,  except  that  the  fund  from  which  her 
annuity  was  to  arise,  was  the  residue  of  the  bulk  of  his  estate 
put  in  trust,  after  taking  from  it  the  one  thousand  shares  of 
New  York  and  Baltimore  Transportation  stock,  and  the  five 
'89  bonds  of  the  joint  companies?  Did  he  contemplate  that 
the  dividends  on  that  stock,  and  the  interest  accruing  on  those 
bonds,  should  constitute  a  part  of  the  income  from  which  the 
first  semi-annual  payment  should  be  made  to  Mrs.  Thom- 
son ?  Could  that  stock  and  those  bonds  be  properly  consi- 
dered as  a  portion  of  the  estate,  liable  to  be  appropriated  for 
furnishing  any  part  of  her  annual  income,  upon  a  fair  read- 
ing of  that  clause  in  the  will  in  connection  with  the  preceding 
and  following  clauses?  If  such  disposition  of  the  stock  and 
bonds  entered  into  the  intention  of  the  testator,  what  mean- 
ing is  to  be  given  to  the  words  ^^  income  of  the  residue  of  my 
esiaiey"  as  the  source  from  which  the  annuity  should  flow? 

Again.  If  the  legacies  shall  be  held  to  be  general,  the 
testator  died  intestate  as  to  the  accruing  dividends  and  in- 
terest on  those  securities  held  by  him,  which  result  is  always 
to  be  avoided,  if  practicable ;  or  he  intended  that  the  amounts 
thereof  should  fall  into  that  undefinable  surplus  of  income, 
which  he  directed  his  executors  to  invest  in  good  securities, 
for  appropriation  by  his  wife  in  her  last  will  among  benevo- 
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lent,  religious,  and  charitable  institutions.  Can  this  instru- 
ment be  fairly  read,  in  the  light  of  all  the  peculiar  surround- 
ing circumstances,  and  such  intention  l)e  justly  imputable  to 
the  testator  ? 

The  intention  of  a  testator  upon  the  subject  of  specific 
legacies,  as  in  every  question  on  the  construction  of  wills,  is 
the  principal  object  to  be  ascertained,  and  it  is  therefore 
neces«ary,  that  the  intention  be  either  expressed  in  reference 
to  the  thing  bequeathed,  or  otherwise  clearly  appear  from 
the  will,  to  constitute  a  legacy  specific.  1  Roper  on  Leg,  193. 

This  is  not  a  technical  arbitrary  rule,  to  be  answered  only 
by  the  use  of  particular  words  and  expressions,  but  is  an 
embodiment  of  the  general  principles,  by  which  the  character 
of  legacies  should  be  tested  and  determined;  each  will  rest- 
ing, for  correct  construction,  upon  the  language  employed, 
and  established  surrounding,  significant  circumstances,  if  such 
exist. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  language  used  in  creating  and 
directing  the  trusts,  was  a  clear  reference  to  the  stocks  and 
particular  bonds  which  Mr.  Thomson  possessed  when  he 
executed  his  will,  and  it  shows  he  meant  that  the  legacies 
should  be  discharged  by  his  trustees  handing  over  to  the  re- 
spective legatees,  stock  and  bonds  which  they  would  find  in 
his  strong  box  after  his  death. 

If,  however,  the  langiiage  of  the  will  does  not  of  itself 
come  up  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  books,  the  circumstan- 
ces by  which  the  testator  was  surrounded  when  the  will  was 
drawn,  and  the  whole  scope  and  texture  of  the  instrument, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  particular  clauses  of  bequest, 
clearly  indicate  the  intention  for  which  the  appellants  and 
complainant  contend. 

It  is  the  duty  of  this  court  to  make  such  a  decree  as  a 
majority  of  the  members  think  the  Court  of  Chancery 
should  have  made. 

In  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  the  complainants  ask  that  the 
legacies  of  the  stock  and  bonds  may  be  declared  to  be  spe- 
cific legacies ;  and  that  the  shares  and  bonds,  together  with  the 
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dividends,  interest,  and  income,  ac<;rued  and  accruing  thereon, 
may  be  transferred  and  paid  to  the  several  legatees  thereof. 
The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  adjudging  the  legacies  to  be 
general,  and  that  so  much  of  the  bill  as  prayed  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  income  and  interest,  be  dismissed,  should  be 
reversed,  and  this  court  should  decree  the  legacies  to  be 
specific,  and  that  the  income  and  interest  should  be  paid  to 
the  legatees,  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  The  papers 
should  be  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  with  such  in- 
structions. 


MARCH    TERM,    1862. 

Samuel  B.  Hudnit  and  Gabriel  H.  Slater,  appellants, 

and  Tobias  Nash,  respondent. 

« 

1.  The  well  settled  rule  in  equity  is,  that  if  the  Ictider  comes  into  court 
seeking  to  enforce  a  usurious  contract,  equity  will  repudiate  the  contract. 
But  if  the  borrower  seeks  relief  against  the  usurious  contract,  the  only  terms 
U})on  which  the  court  will  interfere,  are  that  he  shall  pay  what  is  really 
and  bona  fide  due. 

2.  A  bill  for  foreclosure  by  a  second  mortgagee,  making  the  first  mort- 
gagee a  defendant,  as  against  such  first  mortgagee,  is,  in  effect,  a  bill  to 
redeem,  not  to  foreclose. 

3.  The  first  mortgagee  is  not  a  necessary,  nor  a  proper  party  to  a  bill  by 
a  subsequent  mortgagee,  if  the  sole  design  of  the  suit  is  a  foreclosure  of  the 
equity  of  redemption.  Technically,  all  that  can  be  asked  in  such  case  is, 
that  the  comi)lainant  be  permitted  to  redeem  the  prior  encumbrance. 

4.  Where,  as  in  our  practice,  prior  encumbrancers  are  permitted  to  be 
made  j^arties  to  a  bill  for  foreclosure  and  sale  of  mortgaged  premises,  if  the 
first  mortgagee,  defendant  in  such  bill,  comes  in  with  his  mortgage,  he 
simply  assents  to  the  relief  prayed  for  by  the  complainant. 

5.  As  against  the  first  mortgagee,  the  relief  prayed  for  will  not  be  granted, 
unless  by  his  consent,  or  upon  payment  of  the  amount  actually  due  apon 
bis  mortgage. 

6.  Where,  to  a  bill  for  foreclosure,  the  answer  of  the  ownem  of  the  equity 
of  redemption  raises  the  defence  of  usury  to  the  mortgage  of  a  co-defendant, 
such  answer  is  in  the  nature  of  a  cross-bill,  seeking  relief  against  the 
usurious  mortgage. 
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7.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  a  second  mortgagee  for  foreclosure,  and  seeking 
to  avoid  the  first  mortgage  as  nsurious,  no  decree  will  be  made  declaring 
t)ie  nsarioos  mortgage  a  valid  encumbrance  for  the  amount  actually  ad- 
vanced, unless  by  the  consent,  express  or  implied,  of  the  owners  of  the 
eqaity  of  redemption,  to  the  proceedings. 

8.  But  if  the  parties  interested  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  concur  in  the 
prayer  of  the  bill  by  resisting  the  usurious  mortgage,  and  the  cause  is 
brought  to  final  hearing  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  a  decree  pronounc- 
ing the  mortgage  usurioues  and  declaring  it  an  encumbrance  only  for  the 
amount  actually  advanced,  will  not  be  reversed  at  the  instance  of  the 
owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption. 


This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  made  by  Whelpley,  Chief 
Justice,  sitting  as  judge  in  equity,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
county  of  Hunterdon.  The  bill  was  filed  by  Peter  Polhemus 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  Francis  McCue  and  wife, 
on  the  6th  of  April,  1858,  to  Elisha  Warford,  to  secure  the 
payment  of  $600;  and  by  Warford  assigned  to  the  com- 
plainant. The  premises  were  subject  to  a  prior  mortgage 
given  by  McCue  and  wife  to  Tobias  Nash,  which  mortgage, 
the  bill  alleged,  was  executed  and  delivered  upon  an  usurious 
contract  between  McCue  and  Nash,  and  was,  therefore,  null 
and  void  as  against  the  complainant,  and  no  encumbrance 
upon  the  mortgaged  premises.  There  was  also  a  third  mort- 
gage in  order  of  priority  upon  the  premises,  given  by  McCue 
and  wife  to  Luther  Opdyke,  and  by  him  assigned  to  John  F. 
Tinsman,  also  one  of  the  defendants.  Subsequent  to  the 
date  of  these  mortgagees,  McCue's  right  and  interest  in  the 
premises  were  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  an  execution  at  law 
against  him,  and  purchased  by  Samuel  B.  Hudnit  and  Gra- 
briel  H.  Slater,  the  appellants.  The  holders  of  these  mort- 
gages, and  the  owners  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  were 
made  defendants  to  the  bill. 

Tinsman  answered,  claiming  the  amount  of  his  mortgage 
ns  a  valid  encumbrance  upon  the  premises,  setting  up  usury 
as  a  defence  against  the  Nash  mortgage. 

Hudnit  and  Slater  answered,  claiming  to  be  the  owners  of 
the  equity  of  redemption,  admitting  the  mortgage  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  also  the  mortgage  of  Tinsman  to  be  valid  en- 
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cumbrances,  but  insisting  that  the  mortgage  of  Nash  was 
usurious  and  void,  and  that  they  purchased  the  premises  at 
the  sherifiTs  sale,  with  the  understanding  and  belief  that 
they  were  not  subject  to  the  encumbrance  of  the  said  mort- 
gage. 

The  answer  of  Nash  sets  out  the  origin  of  the  indebtedness 
from  McCue,  for  which  his  mortgage  was  given,  and  avers 
that  the  money  was  advanced,  and  the  mortgage  taken  upon 
the  distinct  understanding,  that  it  should  be  the  first  encum- 
brance in  order  of  priority  upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  but 
refuses  to  respond  to  the  allegation  of  the  complainant's  bill  of 
complaint,  that  the  mortgage  is  tainted  with  usury,  and  there- 
fore null  and  void ;  and  the  said  defendant  insists  that,  by 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and  the  rules  of  this  court, 
he  is  not  obliged  to  make  answer  unto  the  said  allegation  of 
the  complainant  8  biil,  inasmuch  as  he  might  thereby  be  sub- 
ject to  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  by  the  laws  of  this  state. 

Depositions  having  been  taken,  the  cause  was  heard  and 
argued  by  counsel  upon  the  bill,  answers,  and  proofs,  when 
the  following  opinion  was  delivered  by  the  court. 

Whelpley,  C.  J.  It  is  conceded,  on  the  proof  made,  that 
Nash's  mortgage  was  founded  on  an  usurious  contract, 
although  the  usury  was  not  included  in  the  mortgage,  but 
took  the  shape  of  a  note,  given  by  way  of  bonus,  which  has 
not  been  paid. 

That  there  was  an  usurious  contract  upon  which  the  mort- 
gage was  given,  is  clear  upon  the  evidence.  The  only  ques- 
tion to  be  decided  is,  can  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  avail 
themselves  of  the  defence  in  this  suit  ? 

The  bill  is  filed  by  the  assignee  of  the  second  mortgage 
given  by  McCue  and  wife,  against  Nash,  the  first  mortgagee, 
Tinsman,  the  owner  of  the  third  mortgage,  and  Hudnit  and 
Slater,  the  purchasers  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

The  bill  charges,  in  general  terms,  that  the  Nash  mort- 
gage was  executed  upon  an  usurious  contract,  and  void  for 
that  reason. 
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Nash  answered  the  bill,  passing  by  the  allegations  in  re- 
gard to  the  usury,  neither  admitting,  nor  denying  it.  Tins- 
man  answers,  and  sets  it  up ;  so,  also,  do  Hudnit  and  Slater. 
Tinsman  prays  that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  to  con- 
test the  Nash  mortgage.  Hudnit  and  Slater  pray  the  inter- 
ference of  the  court  to  have  the  mortgage  declared  void. 

If  Nash  had  filed  his  bill  to  foreclose,  and  made  the  other 
defendants  and  Polhemus,  defendants,  and  such  proof  had 
been  made  as  in  this  case,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that 
the  defendants  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  decree  that  his 
mortgage  was  void  for  usury.  Then  the  usury  could  have 
been  used  as  a  defence  to  the  action  of  Nash. 

But  if  the  defendants  cannot  avail  themselves  of  the  de- 
fence without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  they  must  waive 
the  forfeiture,  and  consent  to  pay  the  amount  actually  due.  2 
Parsoihs  on  Con.  404,  and  cases  there  cited  in  note  C;  Rogers 
v.  Rathhun,  1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  367 ;  Fanning  v.  Dunharn^  5 
Johns.  Ch.  R.  122 ;  Fulton  Bank  v.  Beach^  1  Paige  433. 
He  that  asks  equity  must  do  equity. 

Bat  if  a  party  comes  into  court,  and  asks  relief,  the  court 
will  compel  him  to  do  equity,  although  the  defendant  has  not 
demurred  to  the  bill.  Tlie  court  does  not  require  the  party 
to  ask  the  aid  of  this  principle  by  demurrer,  but  will  give 
relief  at  the  hearing.  Morgan  v.  Schermerhorn,  1  Faige 
544;  Ruddle  v.  Ambler,  18  Ark.  369. 

When  a  bill  is  filed  for  relief  against  an  usurious  mort- 
gage, it  will  be  upon  terms  of  paying,  or  offering  to  pay,  what 
is  really  due. 

So  stern  is  the  court  against  enforcing  a  forfeiture,  that  it 
was  held,  in  Ma^on  v.  Gardner,  4  Bro.  Ch.  C.  436,  that  a 
cross-bill,  filed  by  a  defendant  in  aid  of  his  defence,  was  bad 
on  demurrer,  for  not  oftering  to  pay  what  was  due.  This,  it 
will  be  perceived,  was  a  case  where  it  was  set  up  by  way  of 
defence  to  a  suit  brought  by  the  usurer.  This  case  is  cited 
with  approbation  in  The  Fulton  Bank  v.  Beach,  and  is  the 
law  of  the  court.  The  same  principle  has  been  held  in  our 
own  Court  of  Chancery.     Saxtons  Ch.  364. 

Vol.  I.  3  a 
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As  against  the  complainant,  beyond  all  question  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  decree  for  Nash  s  mortgage.  The  com- 
plainant's decree  on  his  mortg  ige  must  be  upon  terms  of 
paying  Nash's  mortgage,  for  the  usury  in  this  case  was  never 
paid. 

Are  the  defendants,  Tinsman,  and  Hudnit,  and  Slater,  in 
any  better  situation  to  avoid  the  Nash  mortgage,  than  the 
complainant? 

In  this  suit  they  occupy  both  the  situation  of  defendants 
and  coraplainante.  As  defendants,  they  may  contest  the  va- 
lidity of  the  complainant's  mortgage;  that  by  the  pleadings 
is  put  directly  in  issue.  They  are  also  complainants  seeking 
relief  upon  their  own  mortgages,  or,  as  owners  of  the  equity, 
asking  to  have  their  property  discharged  of  the  usurious  lien. 

As  to  the  Nash  mortgage,  they  do  not  deny  the  loan  of 
the  money  by  Niush  to  McCue.  They  do  not  deny  the  exe- 
cution of  the  mortgage  in  due  form  of  law,  and  its  record  as 
j)rescril:)ed  by  law,  but  they  set  up  new  matter,  not  responsive 
to  any  bill  filed  by  Nash,  not  in  answer  to  any  allegation 
made  by  him ;  matter  which  the  complainant  had  no  right 
to  set  up  to  avoid  the  mortgage,  without  an  offer  to  pay  the 
amount  due. 

As  to  this  new  matter,  they  are  occupying  the  position  of 
complainants  asking  relief  against  Nash,  that  he  may  have 
the  statute  of  usury  applied  to  his  mortgage. 

Although  they  stand  in  the  position  of  defendants  nomi- 
nally, that  cjin  make  no  diflference.  The  defendant,  Nash, 
did  not  voluntarily  come  into  court  to  enforce  his  mortgage, 
and  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  the  principle 
because  his  antagonist  occupies  the  nominal  position  of  de- 
fendant, instead  of  that  of  plaintiff. 

The  defendants  were  all  bound  to  answer  the  complainant's 
bill,  if  at  all,  at  the  same  time.  He  could  not  lawfully  pray 
relief  against  the  Nash  mortgage,  without  an  offer  to  pay  the 
amount  due. 

The  defendant,  Nash,  was  not  bound  to  answer  the  allega- 
tions of  the  other  answers.     He  could  not  have  known  what 
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they  contained,  unless  he  deferred  his  answer  until  they  were 
filed. 

Where  different  encumbrancers,  defendants  in  a  foreclo- 
sure suit,  wish  to  question  the  validity  of  their  several  en- 
cumbrances, a  proper  issue  cannot  be  formed  without  a  cross- 
bill filed  by  the  defendant,  wishing  to  contest  the  validity  of 
the  claim  of  his  co-defendant.  The  defendant  whose  claim 
is  attacked,  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his  an- 
swer. 

It  is  true  in  this  case  that  Nash  did  not  answer  the  bill  of 
complaint,  but  he  was  not  bound  to  do  it ;  the  particulars  of 
the  usurious  contract  were  not  set  forth  as  required  by  the 
practice  of  the  court.     Story  a  Eq,  FL,  §  393-9. 

Regularly,  the  prayer  of  an  answer  is  only  to  be  dismissed 
from  the  court  with  his  costs. 

But  the  court  has,  in  modern  times,  dispensed  with  the  ne- 
cessity of  a  cross-bill  in  cases  where  the  whole  matter  is  be- 
fore the  court,  and  the  party  is  not  thereby  deprived  of  any 
of  his  substantial  rights  by  a  decree  in  the  existing  suit. 
Ames  V.  New  Jei-aey  Franklinite  Co.,  1  Beas.  66 ;  EUioi  v. 
PeK,  1  Paige  Ch,  268. 

But  the  court  will  never  dispense  with  a  cross-bill  whore 
any  of  the  defendants  would  be  prejudiced  by  the  want  of 
one. 

This  is  a  peculiar  case.  The  complainant  might  have  pro- 
ceeded without  making  Nash  a  party  defendant.  In  that 
case  the  property  would  have  been  sold  subject  to  his  mort- 
gage, and  he  would  have  been  forced  to  assume  the  position 
of  a  complainant  in  equity,  or  plaintiff  at  law ;  in  either  of 
these  cases  the  defendant  might  have  set  up  usury  as  a  de- 
fence. But  the  complainant  has,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing 
of  his  claim  in  this  suit,  made  him  a  party  defendant. 

No  decree  can  be  made  in  this  suit,  except  such  an  one  as 
is  grounded  upon  the  prayer  of  the  complainant's  bill.     The  • 
other  defendants  can  have  no  relief  to  which  the  complain- 
ant is  not  entitled,  and  we  have  already  seen  that  he  is  only 
entitled  to  a  decree  upon  the  basis  of  paying  the  amount  due. 
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All  the  parties  in  this  case  ask  for  a  decree  upon  the  bill, 
answers,  and  proofs,  as  they  stand.  I  think  there  must  be 
a  decree  for  the  payment  of  all  the  mortgages,  in  the  order 
of  their  priority.  I  cannot  see  my  way  clear  to  make  any 
other  decree. 

The  complainant  cannot  object  to  this  decree.  He  brought 
Na>h  into  court  unnecessarily ;  he  has  come  in  and  submitted 
to  have  such  a  decree  made  as  the  complainant  is  lawfully  en- 
titled to ;  he  is  not  interested  in  the  other  encumbrances,  as 
he  is  entitled  to  priority  over  them. 

The  other  defendants,  Tinsman,  and  Hudnit,  and  Slater, 
have  not  objected  to  his  being  a  party  to  this  suit  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  a  defendant,  clothed  with  all  the  rights  of  a  defend- 
ant. They  haveliot  asked  the  court  for  a  decree  subject  to  the 
rights  of  Nash,  or  to  have  him  stricken  from  the  bill  as  an 
improper  or  unnecessary  party,  but  have  asked  for  a  decree 
of  the  court  upon  his  rights  in  this  suit.  I  think  they  have  no 
cause  of  complaint,  if  this  court  does  equity  between  ail  the 
contending  parties. 

What  that  is,  seems  to  be  free  from  doubt.  The  claims  of 
all  should  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  in  the  order 
of  their  priority. 

Let  there  be  a  reference  to  a  master  to  ascertain  the  amount 
due  on  all  the  encumbrances,  and  decree  accordingly. 

The  following  decree  was  thereupon  made: 
This  matter  coming  on  for  argument  at  the  regular  April 
Term  of  this  court,  held  at  Flemington,  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Hunterdon,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred and  sixty-one,  in  the  presence  of  Greorge  A.  Allen,  esq., 
of  counsel  with  the  complainant,  Bennet  Vansyckel,  esq.,  of 
counsel  with  Tobias  Nash,  Alexander  Wurts,  esq.,  of  counsel 
with  John  L.  Tinsman,  and  Edward  R.  Bullock,  esq.,  of  coun- 
sel with  Samuel  Hudnit  and  Gabriel  H.  Slater,  defendants, 
and  the  bill,  answer,  and  proofs  being  read,  and  the  argument 
of  the  said  counsel  being  heard,  and  the  court  having  taken 
^0  this  time  for  consideration,  and  being  now  of  opinion  that 
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the  objections  taken  to  the  mortgage  given  by  the  said  Francis 
McCuo  and  wife  to  said  Tobias  Nash  are  inequitable,  and 
should  not  prevail,  but  that  the  said  mortgage,  as  well  as  the 
other  mortgages  set  up  in  the  pleadings,  should  be  held  to  he 
encumbrances  on  said  mortgaged  premises  in  the  order  of  their 
priority,  and  which  said  order  appears  from  the  said  proofs 
and  exhibits.  It  is,  therefore,  on  this  eighth  day  of  April,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty- 
one,  by  the  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  county  of  Hunterdon, 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  said  mortgages  are, 
and  the  same  are  hereby  declared  to  be  valid  and  subsisting 
encumbrances  on  the  premises  described  therein,  and  are  enti- 
tled to  priority  and  payment  out  of  said  premises  in  the  fol- 
lowing order,  that  is  to  say :  In  the  first  place,  the  principal 
and  interest  money  mentioned  in  and  secured  by  the  said  bond 
and  mortgage  of  the  Sfiid  Tobias  Nash,  together  with  his  taxcjd 
costs,  is  to  be  paid.  In  the  second  place,  the  principal  and  in- 
terest money  mentioned  in  and  secured  by  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage  of  the  said  complainant  is  to  be  paid,  together  witli 
his  taxed  costs.  And  in  the  third^lace,  the  principal  and  in- 
terest money  mentioned  in  and  secured  by  the  said  bond  and 
mortgage  now  held  by  the  said  John  L.  Tinsman,  assignee, 
&c.,  together  with  his  taxed  costs,  is  to  be  paid.  And  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  for  the  purpose  of  making  said  moneys, 
a  sale  be  made  of  said  mortgaged  premises,  and  that  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  amounts  due  and  to  grow  duo 
on  said  mortgages,  respectively,  that  it  be  referred  to  Charles 
Bartles,  one  of  the  masters  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  New 
Jersey,  who  is  hereby  directed  to  report  thereon  with  all  con- 
venient speed. 

Hudnit  and  Slater,  the  owners  of  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, appealed  from  that  part  of  the  said  decree,  which 
adjudges  that  the  mortgage  of  Tobias  Nash  was,  and  is,  a 
valid  and  subsisting  encumbrance  upon  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  entitled  to  payment  out 
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of  said  premises  according  to  its  priority.     Nash  answered 
the  petition  of  appeal. 

Mr.  Wurts,  for  appellants,  cited  JVic.  Dig.  552,  §  6 ;  Con- 
stitution, Art.  VI,  Sec.  II,  §  5,  6 ;  Art.  VI,  Sec.  F,  §  3 ;  4 
Bro.  Ch.  R.  436;  Wortman  v.  Skinner,  1  Beas.  362;  Ames 
V.  N.  J.  Franklinite  Co.,  Ibid.  67,  160 ;  Grosvenor  v.  The 
Flax  and  Hemp  Mang  Co.,  1  Greens  Ch.  E.  453 ;  Roberts 
V.  Goff,  4  Bam.  4*  Aid.  92 ;  2  Parsons  on  Con.  404 ;  1  Beas. 
31,  67 ;  3  HaUt.  Ch.  R.  631. 

Mr.  B.  Vansyckel  and  Mr.  Beaslei/,  for  respondent,  cited 
Rogers  v.  Rathbun,  1  Johns.  Ch.  R.  367 ;  Eagk^oyi  v.  Shot- 
well,  Ibid.  537 ;  Fanning  v.  Dunham,  5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  122; 
Fulton  Bank  v.  Beach,  1  Pai^e  429,  433  ;  Morgan  v.  Scher- 
merhorn.  Ibid.  546;  Posi  v.  Pa?i^-  of  ?:^fKa,  7  ^^7Z  391; 
Rexford  v.  T^'iA7er,  3  Par6.  Ch.  R.  641 ;  Reiner  v.  Shaw,  4 
^afe^.  CA.  P.  355 ;  3  DanieWs  Ch.  Pr.  1342 ;  ^Story'^  i^. 
PL,  §  392-3 ;  Pattison  v.  J^wZZ,  9  Co^ren  747 ;  Sforys  Eq. 
PI,  §  392,  note  2;  Ames  v.  The  N.  J.  Frayiklinite  Co.,  1 
Beas.  66;  Pffio«  v.  iW/,  1  Paige  268;  Cb^Zard  v.  Smith,  2 
Pecw.  43;  8  Paige  453  ;  4  Pa?5rc  526;  2  DanicWs  Ch.  Pr. 
752,  7io^(j  2;  2  Green's  P.  503;  3  Ucnrf.  579. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Green,  C.  A  bill  of  foreclosure  was  filed  in  the  court 
below  by  the  second  mortgagee.  Nash,  the  first  mortgagee, 
and  iludnit  and  Shxler,  the  appellants,  the  owners  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  were  made  parties,  defendant.  The  bill 
alleged  that  the  mortgage  of  Niish  was  void  for  usury.  It 
prayed  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  for  the  payment  of 
the  complainant's  debts,  and  a  foreclosure  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  against  all  the  defendants.  The  appellants,  Hud- 
nit and  Slater,  by  their  answer,  claimed  to  be  the  owners  of 
the  equity  of  redemption.  They  admitted  the  complainant's 
mortgage,  but  insisted  that  the  mortgage  of  Nash  was  void 
for  usury,  and  constituted  no  encumbrance  upon  the  mort- 
gaged premises.     The  cause  was  brought  to  final  heariug 
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upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs.  The  evidence  showed  that 
the  mortgage  of  Nash  was  tainted  with  usury ;  the  mort- 
gagee having  received,  in  addition  to  the  mortgage  for  $1500, 
the  sum  advanced,  a  note  for  $200  as  a  bonus  or  additional 
consideration  for  the  loan  of  the  money.  The  court  held 
that  upon  the  state  of  the  pleadings,  the  defence  of  usury  was 
not  available,  and  that  the  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  a  decree 
for  the  sum  actually  advanced  upon  the  mortgage  loan. 

The  well  settled  rule  in  equity  is,  that  if  the  lender  come 
into  a  court  of  equity  seeking  to  enforce  a  usurious  contract, 
equity  will  repudiate  the  contract.  But  if  the  borrower 
seeks  relief  against  the  usurious  contract,  the  only  terras  upon 
which  the  court  will  interfere  are,  that  he  shall  pay  what  is 
really  and  bona  fide  due.  The  court  acts  upon  the  principle 
that  it  i»  against  conscience  that  a  party  should  have  the  re- 
lief which  he  asks  against  the  contract,  and  at  the  same  time 
keep  the  money  which  he  received  upon  it.  If  he  asks  equity, 
he  must  do  equity.  If,  therefore,  a  mortgagee  asks  to  fore- 
close a  usurious  mortgage  against  the  mortgagor,  and  the 
usury  is  established  as  a  defence,  the  court  will  declare  the 
contract  void.  But  if  the  mortgagor  asks  the  court  to  re- 
deem the  mortgaged  premises,  or  to  relieve  the  premises 
from  the  encumbrance  of  the  mortgage,  the  relief  asked  for 
will  be  granted  only  upon  the  payment  of  the  amount  actually 
due  upon  the  mortgage  debt. 

Nash,  in  this  case,  was  the  first  mortgagee.  He  did  not 
come  into  court  asking  to  foreclose  his  mortgage.  But  a 
subsequent  encumbj'ancer,  a  party  holding  the  right  of  re- 
demption, filed  a  bill  to  foreclose  his  mortgage,  and  made  the 
first  mortgagee  and  the  ownei's  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
parties.  Now  as  against  the  first  mortgagee,  this  is  not  a 
bill  to  foreclose,  but  to  redeem.  He  was  not  a  necessary,  nor 
a  proper  party  to  the  suit,  if  the  sole  design  was  a  foreclosure 
of  the  equity  of  redemption.  The  real  design  and  effect  of 
making  him  a  party  was,  that  his  mortgage  should  be  re- 
deemed, or  the  encumbrance  removed  from  the  premises. 
Technically,  this  is  all  that  could  be  asked  as  against  him. 
And  in  the  Irish  Court  of  Equity  where,  as  with  us,  the 
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mortgaged  premises  are  sold  under  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  the 
bill  is  demurrable,  unless  the  complainant  offers  to  redeem. 
Under  our  practice,  doubtless,  the  prior  mortgagees  are  made 
parties  to  avoid  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  so  that  the  premises 
may  be  sold  free  from  encumbrances,  and  most  advantageously 
for  the  interests  of  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption. 
But  still,  in  strict  technicality,  and  in  its  practical  operation, 
the  bill  as  against  the  first  mortgagee,  is  a  bill  for  redemp- 
tion, not  for  foreclosure.  The  mortgage  is  redeemed,  not 
techniciilly,  by  the  payment  of  the  debt  in  advance  by  the 
complainant,  but  the  same  result  is  reached  by  its  being  paid 
or  redeemed  first  in  order  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 
By  coming  in  with  his  mortgage,  the  first  mortgagee  assents 
to  the  relief  prayed  for  by  the  complainant.  Beyond  that 
he  ixsks  no  relief.  As  against  him,  the  relief  sought  for  will 
not  be  granted  unless  by  his  consent,  or  upon  payment  of  the 
amount  actually  due  upon  his  debt. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  appellants,  who  had  acquired  the 
title  of  the  mortgagor,  and  were  the  final  owners  of  the  equity 
of  redemption,  were  also  defendants  in  the  suit,  and  that,  as 
against  them,  the  decree  is  illegal,  because  it  establishes  the 
usurious  mortgage  as  against  their  rights.     But  so  far  as  the 
interests  of  Nash  were  concerned,  they  assented  to,  and  con- 
curred in,  the  prayer  of  the  bill.     They  insisted  that  the 
mortgage  was  usurious  and  void  as  against  their  interests. 
Admitting  that  they  had  a  right  to  raise  the  defence  of  usury 
as  against  their  co-defendant,  their  answer  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  crosa-bill,  and  as  such,  in  its  operation,  it  was  a  prayer 
for  relief  against  the  Nash  mortgage.     Standing  in  the  shoes 
of  the  mortgagee,  they  sought  to  relieve  their  title  to  the 
equity  of  redemption   from  the  encumbrance  of  that  mort- 
gage.    The  whole  design  of  the  answer,  and  of  all  the  evi- 
dence ofl'ered,  was  to  obtain  relief  against  the  Nash  mort 
gage.    Clearly,  the  decree  could  not  have  been  made,  excef 
by  the  assent,  expressed  or  implied,  of  all  the  parties  inte 
ested  in  the  equity  of  redemption.     All  the  subsequent  e 
cumbraucers  to  Nash,  and  the  owners  of  the  equity  of  redetr 
tion,  were  before  the  court  upon  final  hearing,  asking  a  fi 
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decree  upon  proof  of  usury  in  the  mortgage  of  Nash,  who 
had  been  brought  before  the  court  simply  that  the  premises 
might  be  relieved  from  his  encumbrance.  That  was  the  de- 
sign of  the  bill.  That  must  have  been  the  eflfect  of  the  decree. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  court  did  what  is  admitted  to 
be  equitable.  They  declared  that  the  holder  of  the  mortgage 
shouid  recover  only  the  amount  actually  due. 

It  is  now  urged  that  the  court  should  simply  have  dis- 
missed the  bill  as  against  the  first  mortgagee.  That  is 
doubtless  what  would  have  been  done,  had  either  of  the  par- 
ties asked  for  it  at  a  time  when  it  could  have  been  done 
without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  first  mortgagee.  But 
the  parties  had  all  voluntarily  submitted  their  rights  to  the 
final  disposition  of  the  court,  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs, 
as  they  then  stood.  No  one  asked  the  relief  which  it  is  now 
insisted  should  have  been  afforded.  They  all  asked  a  final 
disposition  of  the  question,  at  the  hands  of  the  court.  It 
was  so  disposed  of,  and  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of 
equity.  Nash  recovers  nothing  more  upon  his  mortgage 
than  he  actually  advanced.  He  took  the  mortgage  for  the 
precise  sum  loaned.  The  usury  consisted  in  taking  a  note 
by  way  of  bonus,  which  has  not  been  paid,  and  is  clearly 
valueless. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  not  perceived  upon  what 
ground  these  appellants  can  complain.  They  voluntarily 
submitted  their  rights  to  the  final  adjudication  of  the  court, 
in  the  shape  in  which  they  were  presented.  They  asked 
equitable  relief,  and  they  obtained  it.  By  a  reversal  of  the 
decree,  Nash  could  not  be  restored  to  the  position  in  which 
he  stood  before  the  decision  in  the  court  below.  His  legal 
rights  have  been  virtually  adjudicated.  There  was  no  diffi- 
culty in  the  appellants  enforcing  their  legal  title  in  a  court 
of  law.  They  might  have  brought  ejectment,  and  held  the 
premises  under  their  title.  They  voluntarily  submitted  to  an 
adjudication  of  their  rights  in  equity.  They  are  here  in 
support  of  a  strictly  legal  right,  seeking  to  enforce  a  penalty 
against  the  respondents,  to  retain  the  whole  loan  of  $1500, 
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and  not  pay  a  farthing  of  the  debt.  The  evidence  shows 
that  in  every  aspect  their  case  is  destitute  of  all  pretence  o^ 
equity.  They  never  suffered  the  loss  of  a  dollar  from  the 
usury.  It  never  operated  against  them.  As  they  ask  merely 
to  enforce  the  penalty  of  the  law  against  Nash,  they  cannot 
complain  that  the  strictest  and  most  technical  rules  should 
be  enforced  against  them.  Clearly,  the  decision  of  the  case 
was  made  upon  the  sharpest  technicality,  upon  the  very 
apices  Utigandif  and  not  in  accordance  with  the  usual  prac- 
tice of  the  court  when  equitable  interests  are  to  be  protected. 
If  any  equitable  interest  of  these  appellants  had  been  affected, 
it  is  safe  to  assume  that  the  decree  never  would  have  been 
made.  But  as  the  oise  stands,  there  is  no  reason  in  equity 
why  the  decree  should  not  have  been  made,  and  certainly 
none  why  it  should  now  be  set  aside  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
respondent. 

I  think  the  decree  should  be  affirmed. 

Decree  affirmed  by  the  following  vote : 

For  affirmance — The  Chancellor,  Judges  Brown,  El- 
mer, Haines,  Ogden,  Swain,  Van  Dyke,  Vbedenburgh, 
Wood— 9. 

For  reversal — Combs,  Cornelison,  Kennedy — 3. 
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ABANDONMENT. 

.  There  may  be  a  conttmctive  aban- 
donment or  separation,  wliile  the 
partieR  continue  under  the  same 
roof.     Anshutz  v.  Anshutz,         162 

.  The  conduct  which  will  justify  the 
wife  in  abandoning  her  husband 
must  be  such  as  would  constitute  a 
ground  for  divorce  or  alimony. 
MoorM  V.  Moores,  275 


ACCOUNT. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators, 
1.  7.9,10.  11.  12. 
Guardian  and  Ward,  1,  2. 
Jurisdiction,  4. 
Practice,  59  to  64,  79. 

ACTION. 
See  Practice,  22,  23. 

ADMINISTRATORS. 
See  Executors  and  Administrators. 

ADULTERY. 

Sec  Divorce. 
Evidence. 
Pleading,  37,  40. 

AGENT. 

See  Partnership,  4. 

Principal  and  Agent. 
Usury,  3,  4,  5. 

AGREEMENT. 
1.  The  validity  of  a  contract  must 


depend  upon  the  laws  of  the  state 
where  the  contract  was  made.  At- 
water  v.  Walker,  42 

.  Where  the  contract  upon  its  face  is 
strictly  legal,  it  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  parties  had  in  con- 
templation an  illegal  stipulation. 
Diercks  v.  Kennedy,  210 

.  The  omission  of  one  of  tlie  lega- 
tees to  sign  the  agreement,  will  not 
invalidate  it  as  against  those  who 
did  sign  it,  they  having  derived  all 
the  benefit  sought  by  the  «irrange- 
rnent,  and  having  incurrc"!  no  ad- 
ditional burden  or  loss.  Woodwanfs 
(uimr  V.  Woodwarifs  ex'rs.  81 

.  A  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  en- 
Jorce  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  land, 
under  a  sale  which  a  competent 
tribunal  had  pronounced  unautho- 
iized  and  illegal.  Young  6  adin'r 
V.    Bathbone,  224 

.  Time  is  not  generally  deemed  in 
in  ecjuity  to  be  of  the  essence  of  tho 
contract,  unless  the  parlies  have 
expressly  so  treated  it,  or  it  neces- 
sarily follows  from  the  nature  and 
circunij^tances  of  the  contract.  Spe- 
cific [lerformance  is  freq'wntly  de- 
creed, where  the  terms  fur  the  com- 
pletion of  the  contract  have  not,  in 
point  of  time,  been  strittly  com 
plied  with.  22") 

.  Where  the  time  fixed  for  the  de- 
livery of  a  deed  has  parsed,  and 
the  circumstances  have  materially 
changed,  a  vendee  acting  in  good 
faith  will  not  be  compelled  to  ac- 
cept a  deed  against  his  will,  which 
he  was  ready  and  willing  to  accept 
at  the  time  fixed  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract.  Ih. 

'.  The  general  principle  is.  that  where 
the  contract  is  incapable  of  being 
enforced  against  one  party,  that 
partj  is  equally  incapable  of  en- 
torcing  it  against  the  other,    fiut 
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the  principle  does  not  apply  where 
the  contract,  by  ito  terma,  gives  to 
one  part^  a  right  to  the  perforrn- 
ance,  which  it  does  not  give  t^  the 
other.    Van  Doren  v.  Robinson,  25B 

8.  Where  the  obligation  to  jterform 
rests  upon  one  ot  the  partieai  anly, 
ec^uity  will  enforce  tli©  eon  tract 
with  great  caution.  /&, 

9.  An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land 
at  a  price  to  be  ascertained  hv  iht 
parties,  is  too  incomph^t^  ana  un- 
certain to  bo  carried  into  executi«n 
by  a  court  of  equity.  But  whtire 
the  contract  is,  that  land  shall  be 
conveyed  '*  at  a  fair  pricep''  or  "  At 
a  fair  valuation,"  the  court  will  di- 
rect the  valuation  to  be  made  by  a 
master,  and  will  enforce  tb«  execu- 
tion of  the  contract.  /fr, 

10.  The  true  principle  seems  to  be, 
that  whenever  the  prico  to  be  paid 
can  be  ascertained  in  consistency 
with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  per- 
formance will  be  enforced.  But 
the  court  will  not  make  n  contract 
for  the  parties,  nor  adopt  a  mode  of 
a^^ccrtaining  the  price  not  in  ac 
cord  ance  with  the  spirit  of  the 
agreement.  lb. 

11.  A  mere  personal  contr=ict,  not  run- 
ning with  the  land,  nor  bindin^^ 
the  alienee  at  law,  will  he  enfdrcpd 
against  the  alienee  in  equity,  only 
where  he  is  chargeable  with  notice 
of  the  contract.  lb, 

12.  Where  the  covenantee  in  a  mn- 
tract  for  the  conveyaucr^  of  lund, 
permits  a  purchaser  toficqnire  ti^lu, 
take  possession  of  thepremi^i/,*,  and 
pay  the  purchase  money,  without 
an  intimation  of  his  clikim  umler 
the  covenant,  or  of  his  willir^nfSH 
to  accept  the  title,  he  h&u  oo  clajin 
to  relief  in  equity.  2u7 

13.  Equity  will  relieve  against  a  con- 
tract made  under  a  mistake,  or  Ir- 
norance  of  a  material  fact ;  not  only 
where  there  has  been  a  concealtuent 
of  facts  by  one  party,  but  also  in 
cases  of  mutual  mistake  or  ieno- 
ranee  of  facts.  NichoUon  V-  ^nt- 
way,  285 

14.  To  constitute  a  fraud  or  mistake, 
for  which  equity  will  rel  ieve  agai  net 
a  contract,  it  is  essential  that  tbe 
fact  misrepresented  or  concealed  be 
material.  It  must  either  affect  the 
substance  of  the  contract,  or  ibo 
value  of  the  thing  bargained  for 


or  be  such  as  indaces  the  party  ag- 
grieved to  pay  more,  or  accept  less, 
for  the  thing  bargained  for,  than 
its  real  value.  lb. 

15.  Equity  will  not  ffrant  relief  acainst 
a  contract  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
take, when  the  mistaken  fact  did 
not  operate  as  an  inducement  to 
enter  into  the  contract.  lb. 

16.  An  engagement  by  a  contracting 
party  that  he  will  not  do  any  act 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  con- 
tracting party,  without  his  con- 
sent, is,  in  effect,  identical  with  an 
absolute  and  unqualified  engage- 
ment not  to  do  the  act.  Delaware 
and  Raritan  Canal  Co.  v.  JRaritan 
and  Delaware  Bay  Co.,  322 

n.  Parties  cannot  effect  by  combina- 
tion what  neither  can  do  lawfully. 
Nor  can  thev  effect  by  the  agency 
of  others,  wnat  they  may  not  do 
themselves.  lb. 

See  CoRPOBATiONs,  1,  2,  3,  5,  13. 
Mistake. 

MORTOAOE,  8,  9,  10. 
Sale  of  Land,  8,  9. 
Spec.  Perf.,  1, 3,  6,  7.  10. 


ALIMONY. 

1,  This  court  has  ori<7ina?  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter  of  alimony,  on/y 
where  the  husband  without  any 
justifiable  cause  abandons  his  wile, 
or  separates  himself  from  her.  or 
refuses  and  neglects  to  maintain  and 
provide  for  her.  Anahutz  v.  An- 
shuU,  162 

2,  The  abandonment  or  separation  on 
the  part  of  the  husbana,  as  well  as 
the  refusal  to  support  the  wife, 
must  be  charged  in  the  bill  and  be 
sustained  by  the  proof.  lb. 

3.  While  the  parties  continue  to  live 
together,  no  measure  of  unkind 
or  narsh  treatment,  which  will  not 
constitute  valid  ground  for  a  di- 
vorce, will  entitle  the  wife  to  ali- 
mony, lb. 

4.  A  bill  for  alimony  independent  of 
the  statute,  except  as  incidental  to 
some  other  reliet  which  may  give 
the  court  jurisdiction,  will  not  be 
entertained.  lb. 

See  Practice,  38,  39,  40.  41. 
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AMENDMENT. 

See  Pleading,  42. 
Practice,  33. 


ANSWER. 


&<!  Pleading,  5,  7,  12,  20  to 25, 35, 38. 
Practice,  21.  77. 
Spec.  Perf.,  10. 


APPEAL. 
Sec  Practice,  72. 

ASSIGNEE  AND  ASSIGNMENT. 

See  Creditor  and  Debtor,  2. 
Mortgage,  3,  4. 


ASSIGNMENT  FOK  BENEFIT  OF 
CKEDITOUS  AND  FRAUDU- 
LENT TKUSTS. 


trusts,  and  designed  to  carry  the 
assignment  into  effect.  Independ- 
ent of  those  trusts,  and  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statutes  of  insol- 
vency, the  deed  is  without  consid- 
eration and  void.  76. 

3.  The  deed  is  not  merely  fraudulent 
as  against  subsequent  creditors, 
but  it  is  illegal  and  inoperative  as 
a  transfer  of  title  to  real  estate, 
and  the  trusts  under  it  will  neither 
be  recognized  nor  executed  by  the 
courts  of  this  state.  lb. 

4.  This  court  will  not  administer 
trust  funds  created  under  the  laws 
of  another  state,  and  growing  out 
of  the  sale  of  real  estate  situate  in 
New  Jersey,  in  <iirect  conflict  with 
the  laws  of  this  state,  to  the  pre- 
j  udice  of  creditors  residing  here .  lb. 


ATTACHMENT. 

Set  Practice,  19. 
Sale  of  Land,  1, 


An  insolvent  debtor  having  b^en  ar 
rested  in  Virginia,  and  beinj^  in 
custody  by  virtue  of  a  capias  ad 
Aoiisiadciidum,  ]>etitioned  for  his 
discliarge  under  the  insolvent  laws 
of  that  state,  and  luiviug  taken  tlie 
oaili  of  in.'^olvpncy.  and  tendered 
and  subscribed  a  schedule  of  all  his 
pro|»eriy,  real  and  personal,  did 
tnrtlier,  in  pursuance  of  the  re- 
quirements of  tlie  insolvent  laws 
ot  said  state,  and  in  order  to  his 
disoliarse  a>*  an  insolvent,  execute 
and  deliver  to  tbe>heriti',  by  whom 
he  was  lield  in  custody,  a  deed  for 
certain  real  estat<;  in  New  .Jersey. 
de<cribt^d  in  said  sciiedule.  Upon 
a  bill  filed  in  this  court  to  compel 
the  execution  of  the  trustfl  upon 
which  the  said  deed  was  executed, 
Held— 

l.That  a  general  assignment  by  a 
debtor,  of  all  his  real  and  personal 
property,  under  the  insolvent  laws 
of  Virginia  or  of  any  other  state, 
can  piiss  no  title  to  real  estate  in 
New  Jersey.  Hutchcson  v.  Peshine, 

IG7 

2.  The  deed  to  the  sheriff,  though  ab- 
solute u[)0n  its  face,  was  merely 
ancillary  to  tiie  general  assign- 
ment,  burdened    with    the    same 

Vol.  I. 


AWARD. 
See  Pleading,  11. 

BILL  QUIA  TIMET. 
See  Practice,  47. 

BONA  FIDE  PURCHASER. 

Set  Purchaser,  1,  4. 
Sale  of  Land,  2. 

BOND. 

1.  In  an  action  at  law  upon  a  penal 
bond,  with  condition  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money  only,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  tne  full 
amount  of  the  penalty  as  a  debt, 
and  the  excess  of  interest  beyond 
the  penalty  in  the  shape  of  davia- 
gcs  for  the  detention  of  the  debt. 
ling's  admW  v.  Long,  59 

2.  Upon  a  bill  in  emjiity  for  the  re- 
covery of  a  bond  debt,  either  upon 
the  bond  itself,  or  upon  a  mort- 
gage given  to  secare  tne  bond,  the 
obligee  may  recover  the /u^  amount 

3b 
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of  principal  and  interest  dae  upon 
tlie  bond,  thoagh  it  exceed  the 
amount  of  the  penalty.  lb. 

3.  Though  the  delivery  of  a  bill  or 
note,  either  of  the  debtor  or  of  a 
third  party,  is  not  payment  of  a 
precedent  debt,  but  merely  bus- 
nends  the  remedy,  yet  if  the  bolder 
be  guilty  of  laches,  it  operates  as  a 
complete  satisfaction.  Skipman  v. 
Cook,  251 

4.  Where  the  note  of  a  third  party  is 
endorsed  by  a  mortgagor  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  is  accepted  by  him 
as  a  conditional  payment  upon  the 
bond,  the  mortgagor  is  entitled,  cw 
endorser,  to  a  notice  of  protest  or 
dishonor,  if  the  holder  of  the  note 
fail  to  give  such  notice,  the  mort 
gagor  IS  discharged  not  only  from 
liability  as  endorser,  but  also  from 
liability  pro  ^a/Uo  upon  the  bond. 

lb. 

5.  If  such  a  note  be  accepted  as  abso- 
lute payment  on  the  bond,  and  the 

{)ayment  of  the  note  be  guaranteed 
)y  the  mortgagor,  the  guaranty 
will  not  restore  the  obligation. 
The  mortgagor  would  be  liable 
on  his  contract  of  guaranty,  but 
his  indebtedness  upon  the  bond  and 
mortgage  would  not  be  revived.  lb. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  10,  11,  19. 


BURTHEN  OF  PROOF. 
See  Practice,  38. 

CESTUI  QUE  TRUST. 

St'c  Executors  AND  Administra- 
tors, 2. 
Pleading,  17,  18. 
Practice,  32. 
Will,  10. 


CHARTER. 

1.  The  making  and  filing  of  the  sur 
vey  required  by  the  5th  section  of 
the  act  incorporating  the  "  Morris 
Canal  and  Banking  Company," 
{BoLrnph.  L.,  1824,;).  160,)  is  a  ne- 
cessary prerequisite  to  the  taking 


of  any  lands  ander  the  powers 
given  bv  the  charter.  Morris  Od- 
nal  and  Banking  Go.  v.  Oentral 
Railroad  Co.,  419 

2.  As  a  rule  of  construction,  the  legis- 
lature ought  to  be  considered  as 
intending  to  grant,  by  a  charter  of 
incorporation,  such  powers  only  as 
are  necessary  or  useful  to  the  end 
or  object  which  they  had  in  view 
in  creating  the  corporation.  They 
ought  not  to  be  understood  as 
granting  anything  more,  unless  the 
intention  to  do  so  is  plainly  ex- 
pressed, or  beyond  a  doubt.        Ih. 

3.  In  public  granta  the  grantee  can 
take  nothing  not  clearly  given  him 
by  the  grant.  In  cases  ol  doubi, 
the  grant  is  construed  in  favor  of 
the  state,  and  most  strongly  against 
the  grantee.  lb. 

4.  The  third  section  of  the  "act  to 
incorporate  the  Associates  ol  the 
Jersey  Company."  (Pamph.  L, 
1804.  p.  370.)  enacts  as  follows 
"  That  the  said  Associates  shall 
have  the  privilege  of  erecting  oi 
building  any  docks,  wharves,  and 
piers,  opposite  to,  and  adjoiniog 
the  said  premises  in  Hudson  river, 
and  the  bays  thereof,  as  far  as  they 
may  deem  it  necessary  for  the  im- 
provement of  the  said  premise.^,  or 
the  beneht  of  commerce,  and  to  ap- 
propriate the  same  to  their  own 
use.  '  Held,  that  this  section  merely 
gave  the  As.soeiate8  a  privilege  or 
license  to  build  'docks,  wharve>, 
and  piers,  in  the  waters  of  the 
Hudejon  river,  and  the  bays  aior«- 
said,  in  the  manner  therein  men- 
tioned, and  when  so  built  to  a[>- 
propriate  them  to  their  own  uj^**, 
ana  conferred  upon  them  no  powt-r 
to  transfer  or  convey  such  privi- 
lege or  license  to  anv  other  corpo- 
ration. Htld  Jurtficr,  ihal  tLd 
land  not  so  occupied  and  built 
uj>on  was  not  granted  to  the  Asso- 
ciates, and  that  the  same  and  all 
rights  in  and  over  it  remain  in  the 
state  as  before.  Jb. 

See  Corporations,  1,  9,  10. 


CONTRACT. 
See  Agbbemsht. 
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CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Where,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of 
a  charter  to  a  corporation,  there  is 
a  general  law  of  ttie  state,  that  the 
charter ofevery  corporation  granted 
bv  the  legislature  shall  be  subject  to 
alteration,  suspension  or  repeal,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  legislature,  the 
legislature,  in  grantingsuch  cl)arter, 
must  be  deemed  to  nave  rei<erved 
to  themselves  the  right  of  altering, 
suspending,  or  repealing  the  same, 
whenever,  in  their  discretion,  the 
public  good  may  require  it,  as  fully 
as  if  the  reservation  were  inserted 
in  the  charter.  And  all  contracts, 
express  or  implied,  resulting  from 
the  act  of  incorporation  anuits  ac- 
ceptance bv  the  stockholders,  must 
be  doeinod  to  have  been  entered 
into  by  both  parties,  subject  to  that 
reservation.  Ston/  v.  Jersey  City 
and  Beryen  Point  Plank  Road  Co. 

2.  Whatever  limitation  may  exist  to 
the  reserved  right  of  the  legisla 
ture  to  alter  or  repeal  a  contract, 
such  reservation  is  in  itself  valid 
and  this  court  ought  not,  upon  a 
motion  for  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion, to  pronounce  any  alteration, 
suspension,  or  repeal  of  the  charter 
to   oe   unconstitutional  or  illegal 


road  company  of  the  whole  or  a 
part  of  their  road  to  the  railroad 
company,  without  the  personal 
consent  of  a  stockholder,  is  not 
such  an  infringement  (if  any)  of  liis 
rights  as  this  court  will  interfere 
to  restrain  by  injunction. 
Held  further,  that  a  change  of  the 
route  of  the  plank  road  by  au- 
thority of  the  legislature,  at  ilie  in- 
stance of  the  plank  road  companv, 
is  not  a  fundamental  change  of  the 
objects  of  the  company,  or  a  fun- 
damental alteration  oi  the  struc- 
ture thereof,  which  equity  will  re- 
strain at  the  instance  of  a  stock- 
holder. Jb. 
A  member  or  director  of  a  corpo- 
ration may  make  contracts  with  it, 
like  any  other  individual,  and  when 
the  contract  is  made,  the  director 
stands,  as  to  the  contract,  in  the 
relation  of  a  stranger  to  the  corpo- 
ration. Siratton  v.  Alien,  229 
4.  Corporations  that  have  the  power 
to  borrow  money,  have  also  tlie 
necessary  power,  as  well  as  the  le- 
gal right,  to  give  obligations  for  it43 
repayment  in  any  form  not  ex- 
pressly forbidden  by  law  The  fact 
that  the  security  was  given,  and 
the  judgment  confessed  to  a  diieo- 
tor,   cannot    destroy  it«    validiiv. 

lb. 


Much  less  should  this  court  makei5.  The  phraseology  of  the  clause  un- 


sdch  dficlaration  in  advance  of  any 
actual  legislation.  14 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  charter 
of  incorporation  of  the  Jersey  City 
and  Bergen  Point  Plank  RoadCom- 
j-any.  J'amph.  Lawn,  1850,  p.  255. 
and  the  supplements  thereto.  Laws, 
1851, ;>.  288,  and  18G0,  p.  392,  and 
of  the  charter  of  incorporation  of 
the  Jersey  City  and  Bertren  Rail- 
road Company,  Laws,  1859./).  411, 
and  the  supT)lement  thereto,  Laws, 
18f)0,  -p.  393— 

Held,  that  the  occupation  of  a  part 
of  the  ancient  highway  on  which 
the  plank  road  is  constructed,  by 
the  railway,  with  the  consent  of 
the  plank  road  company,  without 
the  personal  consent  of  a  stock- 
holder, the  ]»lank  road  company 
h<^ving  been  authorized  by  the  le- 
gislature to  lay  rails  upon  their 
road,  is  no  violation  of  tne  rights 
of  such  stockholder. 
Meld  also,  that  the  sale  by  the  plank 


der  which  the  exclusive  privileges 
»are  claimed  by  the  complainants, 
"  it  shall  not  be  lawful,  &c.," 
{Pamph.  L.  1832,  p.  80,)  is  the  lorm 
in  which  the  faith  of  the  stale  is 
usually  pledged,  and  in  which  con- 
tracts* with  corporations,  touching 
the  exercise  of  exclusive  franchises 
under  legislative  authority,  are  en- 
tered into.  It  is  none  the  less  ob- 
ligatory that  it  is  not  in  form  a 
contract.  Del.  <t*  Par.  Canal  Co.  v. 
Par.  A'  Del.  Bay  Co.,  321 

6.  The  legislature  cannot  divest  itself 
or  its  successors,  of  its  sovereignty, 
or  extinguish  the  trusts  committed 
to  its  custody  for  the  public  wel- 
fare. It  not  only  may,  but  must 
determine  in  what  manner  tiiat 
sovereignty  shall  be  exercised,  and 
how  those  trusts  shall  be  executed. 

Jb. 

7.  By  the  grant  of  exclusive  privi- 
leges to  the  joint  companies,  the 
legislature  in  no  proper  sense  dero- 
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f;ated  from  the  power  of  subsequent 
egislatures  to  provide  highways. 
The  legislature  uave  the  same  con- 
trol  over  their  franchises  and  pro- 
perty as  over  those  of  any  other 
citizens,  and  they  may  be  taken 
and  condemned  for  public  use  upon 
making  just  compensation.         lb 

8.  If  a  corporation  goes  beyond  the 
powers  with  which  the  legislature 
nas  invested  them,  and  in  a  mista- 
ken exercise  of  those  powers  inter 
feres  with  theright.s  or  projx^rty  ol 
others,  equity  is  bound  to  interfere 
by  injunction  if  the  exigency  of  the 
case  require  it.  Wlietlier  those 
rights  are  invaded  by  a  mistaken 
or  fraudulent  exercise  of  power  isj 
immaterial.  322: 

9.  The  legislature  cannot  be  presumed 
bv  a  charter  to  intr nd  or  contem- 
plate any  grant  inconsistent  with. 
or  that  would  operate  as  an  inva 
sion  of,  a  grant  already  made,   Ih. 

10.  The  clause  in  the  charter  of  incor-| 
poration,  rendering  the  consent  of 
the  companies  iicctssary  to  legalize 
the  construction  of  a  competing 
road,  cannot  affect  the  validity  of 
the  law  as  an  act  of  legislation. 
Their  assent  is  no  }>art  of  legisla  i 
tion.  It  does  not  create  the  law. 
but  merely  avoi<l.s  tlie  consiituLiou  j 
al  objection  to  its  validitv.         Ih. 

11.  By  the  act  of  iSol  {Runph.  L 
38^,)  supplementary  to  the  act  en  i 
tilled  "  an  act  relative  to  the  I)ela  i 
ware  and  Ivaritan  Canal  and  Cam  i 
<len  and  Am  boy  Railroad  and 
Transportation  Ct.mpanit-s,"  tin- 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  tlu- 
said  last  mentioned  act.  are  de  | 
clared  to  be  "  fully  and  eil'ectually' 
to  protect,  until  the  first  day  ol; 
January,  \M\),  the  business  <;f  tlu' 
said  joint  comjtanies  from  railroad, 


CO  iipetition    between  the  cities  of 


New  York  and  Thiladelphia."  i 
Held^  the  grant  of  this  exclusive! 
privilege  operates  only  to  jn-otecil 
the  through  busines.s  from  rity  in 
citi/,  and  not  between  intermediate 
places  and  over  any  and  every  part 
of  the  route  between  the  said  cities 
The  franchise  is  cvclnsive  only  in 
regard  to  passengers  and  merchan- 
dise transported  over  the  entire 
route.  lb. 

12.  But  even  if  the  exclusive  privi- 
lege also  extend   to  way  business, 


still  a  competing  route 
business  is  not  a  nuisar 
80  near  the  route  of  the 
ant's  road  as  materially  i 
take  away  its  custom. 
13.  It  IS  a  well  settled  m 
struction  that  public  grj 
be  construed  strictly  ;  f 
cases  of  grants  of  frar 
the  public  to  a  private  co 
the  established  rule  of  co 
is,  that  any  ambiguity  in 
of  the  contract  must  open 
the  corporation,  in  fav 
public.  Tiie  corporation 
thing  that  is  not  clearly 
the  act. 

See  Charter. 


COSTS. 

Sec  Practice,  3,  4,  7.  24 
SvLE  OF  Land,  3. 
Will,  4. 


crp:ditor  and  de 

1.  Where  a  cre<iitor  comes  i 
to  remove  fraudulent  euc 
or  convt^yances  out  of  t 
hi>e.Kecution  at  law,  tliee 
decre.'  is  simply  to  decla 
ditor's  claim  an  encumbr 
tb''  properly,  in  prriVre; 
fraudulent  encumbrance 
ti'.ju,     iSintth  V.    Vrednuf 

2.  Where  a  d.d)tor  wilfullj 
greater  liability  than  at 
ists,  or  conceals  the  eqi 
fence  on  which  h*>  subsei 
lii's,  such  concealment  or 
will  be  absolut<dy  con 
favor  of  an  assignee,  i 
by  him  in  accepting  t 
inent.     fjicrcks  v.  Kcnm 

6'  c-  Assignment  for  Benki 

IJITOHS  A.N'D  FrAUPULK 

Fkahd,  4. 

HcsMANi^  AND  Wife.  1 
Insolvent  Corporatio 
Married  Women,  10. 
Tartnersuip,  (i. 
Practice,  15  to  19.  07 
Pleadino,  30.  31,  34. 
Trust  and  Trustee,  2. 


INDEX. 
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CROSS-BILL. 

Sfc  Pleadiito,  21,  22. 
Practice,  90. 


DECREE. 

See  Practice. 
Purchaser,  9. 


DECREE  OF  DISTRIBUTION. 


See  Practice,  70  to  82. 


is  chargeable  with  conBtructive  no- 
tice of  the  covenant.  Van  Doren  v. 
RohinBon,  2i'ft 

5.  Notice  of  a  deed  is  notice  of  its 
contents,  and  where  a  parchiwor 
cannot  make  out  a  title  but  by  a 
deed  which  leads  him  to  another 
fact,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have 
knowledge  of  that  fact.  257 

fi.  Constructive  notice  is  knowledge 
imputed  on  presumption,  too  strong 
to  ue  rebutted,  that  the  knowledge 
must  have  been  communicated.  Ih. 

7.  Where  it  appears  that  the  adjunct 
of  quantity  in  a  deed  is  used  as 
description  merely,  and  not  as  indi- 
cating the  precise  contents  of  tin* 
land  conveyed,  a  mere  deficienrv 
in  the  quantity  is  not  of  it«eff 
evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intent. 
Wcart  V.  Rose,  2:»0 

8.  Where  it  appears  by  definite  boun- 
daries, or  by  words  of  qualification, 
that  the  statement  of  the  quantity 
of  acres  in  a  deed  is  mere  mattt^r 
of  description,  and  not  of  the  (es- 
sence of  the  contract,  the  buy<T 
takes  the  risk  of  the  quantity,  if 
there  be  no  intermixture  of  fraud 
in  the  case.  Ih. 


DEED. 

.  The  familiar  princi]»le  of  the  com- 
mon law.  that  in  the  creation  of  an 
et«tAt»'  l»y  deed  the  word  "  heirs  "  is 
nei.es'aiy  to  pass  the  fee.  has  not 
be(:n  altered  in  this  state  hv  sta- 
tute, nor  has  it  been  modified  or 
r»'lax("l  by  ju<li(!ial  construction. 
No  synonym  can  supply  the  omis- 
sion r>t  tlje  word  "heirs."  nor  can 
the  leLMJ  con.Hiruction  of  the  grant 

be  afl'M-tttd  by  the  intfntirm  of  the.l).  Where  land  is  sold  by  certain  boun- 
daries, or  for  so  much  for  the  en  tin- 


partii"*.     Kearney  v.  Maromh^    189 

2.  .An  in-rrument  conveying  lands  ab- 
solutely, not  Jis  security  for  money, 
nor  to  i»»'  h<'l<i  in  trust  lor  its  repay- 
ment. I'Ut  in  lieu  of  it,  is  a  deed. 
No  sulj«»equent  event  can  convert 
it  into  a  mortgage.  lb. 

3.  A  hu^^and  and  wife,  bv  deed  of 
trust,  '.onveyed  the  legal  title  to 
lerlam  real  estate  to  the  tiustee 
jor  hh ,  and  by  the  same  deed,  in 
t«Mms.  c  >n*«tituted  the  trustee  attor- 
ney irrf  vocable,  in  the  name  of  the 
grantors,  or  either  of  them,  in  con- 
juuctiou  with  the  grantors,  to  con 
vey  thi'  land. 

Jiefd,  that  as  respects  the  wife,  the 
power  a<j  such  was  a  nullity.  She 
<ould  not  convey  by  letter  of  at- 
loiuey. 

AUo.,\h!it  it  can  only  serve  as  evi- 
dence of  an  intention  on  the  part 
of  ihe  L'rantors.  to  confer  upon  the 
truMt-e  a  power  of  sale. 
Furthir,  tne  trustee  has  no  power 
of  sale  under  the  deed.  Ih. 


parcel,  any  surplus  over  the  quan- 
tity given  belongs  to  the  vendee, 
and  the  price  cannot  be  increased 
or  diminished  on  account  of  dis- 
agreement in  measure  or  quantity. 

Ih. 
10.  W^ere  the  vendor  agrees  to  con- 
vey a  farm  in  gross,  "containing 
about  one  hundred  and  fifteen  acres 
of  land,"  and  the  deed  executed  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  de- 
scribes the  land  by  boundaries,  and 
adds,  "  containing  about  one  hun- 
dred and  fifteen  acres  of  land,"  a 
deficiency  of  6.12  acres  will  not  en- 
title the  purchaser  to  an  abatement 
of  the  purchase  money.  291 

Sec  Agreement,  6. 

Ht^SBAND  AND  WiFE,  7- 

Sheriff's  Sale,  8. 


DEMURRER. 


4  Where  the  defendant  claims  title. 

through  a  deed  which  contains  ilif^.See  Plead^no,  3, 10, 13, 14, 16,  30, 31, 
covenani  sought  to  be  euiurced,  he-  u6,  3 J,  40,  41,  42. 

3b* 
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DESERTION. 

The  mere  separation  of  husband  and 
wife  does  not  constitate  desertion 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
To  constitate  desertion,  the  wife 
must  absent  herself  from  her  hus 
band  of  her  own  accord,  without 
his  consent  and  against  his  will 
Moorts  V.  Moores,  275 

See  Divorce,  3. 


DISCOVERY. 

See  Executors  A  Administrators,  7. 
Pleading,  21,  31,  40. 
Sheriff's  Sale,  7. 


DISTRIBUTIVE  SHARE. 

1.  A  bill  in  ec^uity  by  the  next  of 
kin,  for  the  distributive  share  of  an 
estate  in  ihe  hands  of  an  adminis 
trator,  will  be  sustained,  where  no 
decree  for  distribution  has  been 
made.     Frey  v.  Demarest,  236 

2.  The  statutory  remedy  by  suit  at 
law  for  the  recovery  of  a  legacy  or 
a  distributive  share  of  an  estate  is 
nnnulative,  and  was  not  designed 
to  limit  or  qujilify  the  ancient  ju 
risdiction  of  the  court  of  equit 
over  the  subject. 


uity 


DIVORCE. 


1. 


A  citizen  of  another  state,  bringing 
his  ell'ects  into  this,  to  establish  a 
residence  here,  with  the  manifest 
intent  ol  procuring  a  divorce,  and 
iinine<liately  comnienoin^  a  suit  for 
that  purpose,  is  not  an  luhabitant 
or  a  resident  of  this  state,  within 
the  meaning  of  "the  act  concern- 
ing divi>rces."  [Isix.Diy  '^\.)Win- 
ship  v.  Winithip,  107 

Under  such  circumstances,  this 
court  will  not  maintain  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  suit  for  divorce,  though 
the  charge  of  adultery  be  clearly 
j'loved  against  the  defendant.    lb. 

A  hill  will  not  lie  for  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  de.-ertion,  where  the 
parlies  are  living  apart  under  ar- 
ih'les  of  separation  or  by  mutual 
agreeiueni,  and  where   the  party 


seeking  it  has  not  expressed  a  de- 
sire to  terminate  the  agreement. 
Moores  v.  Mooret^  276 

See  Pleading,  23,  37. 


DRUNKENNESS. 
See  Practice,  35  to  37. 

ELECTION. 

1.  The  heir-at-law  of  the  testator, 
claiming  a  legacy  under  the  will, 
and  also  claiming  real  estate  as 
heir  at-law  against  the  will,  the 
will  being  inoperative  as  to  leal 
estate  by  reason  of  a  detective  ex- 
ecution, tlie  heir  will  not  he  pnt  to 
his  election,  but  will  take  both  the 
legacy  and  the  land.  In  suchcAse 
the  heir  will  not  be  required  to 
give  up  the  legacy,  unless  the  leg- 
acy was  bequeathed  upon  an  ex- 
press condition  to  give  up  the  real 
estate.     Kearney  v.  Macomb,     l^V* 

2.  Where  a  suit  is  pending  for  the 
same  cause  in  a  court  of  law,  all 
that  the  defendant  can  ask,  is  an 
order  putting  the  complainant  to 
his  election,  whether  he  will  pro- 
ceed at  law  or  in  equity.  Way  v. 
B  raff  aw,  1*1.^ 
The  complainant  will  not  be  put 

to  Ins  election,  unle:^  the  suit  at 
law  is  for  ilie  same  cause,  and  the 
remedy  atlbrded  coextensive  and 
equally  benehcial  with  the  remedy 
in  equity.  ih. 

Sec  Will,  10. 


EQUITY  OF  REDEMPTION. 
Sec  Practice,  90,  01,  92. 

ESTOPPEL. 

Sec   PuiiCHASER,  11. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  The  evidence  of  an  alleged  para 
mour.  being  varticejn  rriminif.  i^ 
but  weak.     But  neither  hn  evi- 
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dence,  nor  that  of  the  woman 
charcftd  with  adultery,  is  to  be  re- 
jected on  the  cutumption  that  they 
are  guilty.  Berckmam  v.  Berci- 
mans,  122 

2.  Express  testimony  cannot  be  re- 
jected on  tbe  Bole  ground  of  its 
improbability.  Its  impossibility 
alone  can  discredit  the  witness.  lo. 

3.  A  witn<:ss  must  state  facU,  not 
inferences,  and  the  court  can  draw 
no  infuronces.  which  the  facts  as 
prove<l  do  not  justify.  Ih. 

4.  The  testimony  of  one  witness  un- 
corroborated, unsupported,  and  in 
its  detaiU  improbable,  is  not  uuili- 
cient  to  establish  the  charge  of 
adultery,  against  the  full  and  ex 
plicit  counter  testimony  of  the 
person  accused  and  her  piiriiceit*\ 
criminis.  lb. 

5.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  offence 
should  be  proved  in  time  and  plact* 
as  charged  in  the  bill.  The  min<l 
of  the  court  must  be  satinfie.d  that 
actual  adultery  has  been  commit- 
ted, but  it  ihe  circumstances  estab- 
lish the  iact  of  general  cohabitation, 
it  is  enough,  althougli  the  court 
may  be  unable  to  decide  at  what 
tim«the  otfence  was  committ<!d.  Jh. 

G.  ParoU  rvtdence  ol  the  declarations 
of  a  partinjn  criminis,  even  though 


involving  gnilt  and  the  other  con- 
sistent with  innocence,  the  rules  of 
evidence  as  well  as  the  dictates  of 
justice  require  that  the  interpreta- 
tion should  be  favorable  to  inno- 
cence. Ih. 

11.  In  the  investigation  of  a  wife's 
guilt,  the  conduct  of  the  husband 
18  always  regarded  as  a  most  sig- 
nificant circumstance.  So  lone  as 
theie  is  reasonable  doubt  of  ner 
guilt,  or  a  plausible  ground  for  a 
hope  of  her  innocence,  the  hus- 
band's forbearance  is  both  excus- 
able and  laudable.  But  when  the 
husband  holds  in  his  hands  what 
he  claims  to  be  satisfactory  proof 
of  his  wife's  guilt,  his  delay  to 
prosecute  is  strong  evidence  in  the 
wife's  favor.  Ih. 

12.  To  prove  adultery  by  circumstan- 
tial evidence,  two  ]>oints  are  to  be 
established ;  the  opportunity  for 
the  crime,  and  the  will  to  commit 
it.  When?  both  are />^^^6/lJJAtvi,  the 
court  will  infer  the  guilt.  123 

13.  Parol  evidence,  to  rai^e  an  ex- 
press trust  upon  the  terms  ol  a 
written  instrument,  is  received 
with  great  caution,  and  must  be 
very  clear  to  warrant  a  court  in 
establishing  the  trust.  Sayre  v. 
Frvdvru'M^  205. 


he  has  coutessed   his  guilt,  is  hut  11.  The  mere  proof  of  the  loss  or  de- 


comj'Cieut  evidence  against  the 
party  charged  with  adultery.     ///. 

7.  To  e.stabliMi  the  existence  of  adul- 
tery, the  circumstances  must  be 
such  as  would  lead  the  guarde<i 
disci  etion  of  a  reasonable  and  ju>t 
ny.\n  to  that  conclusion.  It  must 
not  be  a  ra^ii  and  intemperate  jmig- 
ment,  moving  uj'on  appt-aranci'S 
thai  are  ecjually  capable  of  two  in- 
terpretations. Ih. 

S.  The  lai:i.s  proven  must  be  such  as 
raunot  be  reconciled  with  proba- 
bility and  the  inuoceuc«  of  the 
parlies.  Ih. 

^.  Mere  imprudence,  ijidi^cretion,  or 
folly,  \A  not  conclusive  evidence  of 
guilt.  The  mind  of  the  court  must 
be  Hniiyjit'd  that  there  was  an  inti- 
macy betvveen  the  parties  entirely 
in«-on-isteni  with  the  duty  which  a 
virtuous  wifd  owes  to  herself  and! 


to  lier  husband. 


struciion  of  an  instrument  does 
not.  as  a  mAtt«*r  of  course,  let  in 
the  ]»arty  to  give  secondary  evi- 
dence of  its  contents.  He  who 
voluntarily,  without  mistake  or 
accident,  d«stroys  primary  evi- 
dence, thereby  deprives  hiinself  of 
tho  prodiiction  a'ld  use  of  second- 
ary evidence.     Wyi'knjfw.   Wyckotf, 

401 
15.  If  the  destruction  of  an  instru- 
ment Wiis  acci<iental,  or  if  it  oc- 
curred with(»ut  the  ;ig«'ncy  or  as- 
sent of  the  parly  otlering  it,  sec- 
ondary eviaen'-<.i  is  admissable. 
But  if  it  was  voluntarily  de^^troyed 
by  the  party,  secondaiy  evidence 
of  its  contents  will  not  be  admit- 
ted, until  it  be  shown  that  it  was 
ilone  un<ler  a  mistake,  and  until 
every  inference  of  a  fraudulent 
lesign  is  repelled.  ///. 


10.  When  th«  conduct  of  a  party  ad 
mits  of  two  interpretations  equally 
consistent  with  probability,  the  one 


Ih.  16.  Where  the  evidence 


m  a  cause 


fails  to  prove  that  a  transfer  of 
promissory  notes  wa<*  procured  by 
iraud   or   false   accusation,   or   by 
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any  combination  or  conspiracy,  it 
seems,  nevertheless,  that  the  trans- 
fer may  be  held  invalid  on  the 
ground  of  surprise,  coupled  with 
evidence  of  mental  weakness. 
Hoagland  v.  Titus,  44 

17-  On  this  ground  under  the  circum- 
stances a  re-hearing  was  ordered. 

Ih. 
See  Pleading,  25. 

Practice,  57  to  59, 64.  72. 
Sale  of  Land,  4. 


EXCEPTIONS. 
See  Executors  and  Administba- 

TORS,  12. 

Practice,  21,  54. 


EXECUTION. 
See  Partnership,  5. 

pRACTlrE,  10,  17. 

Sheriff's  Sale,  1. 


EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRA- 
TOKS. 

1.  Where  the  executors  of  an  execu- 
tor have  received  and  inventoried 
as  part  of  the  estjite  of  their  testa- 
tor, a  truFt  fund  held  by  him  at 
his  death  in  the  character  of  exec 
utor,  and  not  as  trustee,  and  have 
settled  their  final  account  jointly, 
they  are  jointly  chargeable  as  ex- 
ecutors, with  the  balance  thus 
found  to  be  in  their  hands.  Schenck 
V.  Schcnck's  ex'rs,  174 

2.  The  rule  a[. pears  to  be,  that  if  a 
part  of  the  assets  has  been  clearly 
set  apart,  and  appropriated  by  the 
executor  to  answer  a  particular 
trust,  he  will  be  considered  lo  hold 
the  fund  as  trustee  for  the  trust, 
and  no  longer  as  mere  executor. 
This  Tirinciple  is  apj)lied  to  pro- 
tect tne  interests  of  cestui  que 
trustii.  lb. 

3.  But  how  far  it  will  avail  to  pro- 
tect the  executor  or  his  represen- 
tatives—  Query.  lb. 

4.  But  where  a  tund  is  not  treated  by 
the  executor  as  a  trust  fund,  nor 
invested  according  to  the  provis- 
ions of  the  will  creating  it.  but  is 
used  by  him  as  his  own  property,  9. 


or  invested  in  the  name  of  the  ex- 
ecutors of  his  testator,  the  estate 
of  such  executor  is  liable  therefor, 
and  passes  into  the  hands  of  bis 
executors  charged  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  trust  fund.  As  exec- 
utors, they  are  bound  to  account. 

lb. 

i.  The  probate  of  the  will  is  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  the  executor's  ac- 
ceptance of  the  trust.  It  is  not 
discretionary  with  the  executor, 
whether  he  will  or  will  not  act  as 
trustee.  By  accepting  the  office  of 
executor,  he  becomes  ej-officio  trus- 
tee in  the  stead  of  his  testator, 
charged  with  all  the  duties  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  the  office,  and  he 
will  be  decreed  in  equity  to  per- 
form the  trust.  175 

i.  An  executor  has  an  undoubted  If- 
gal  right  to  leave  the  active  ad- 
ministration ot  tlie  estate  to  his 
CO  trustee,  but  neither  by  his  tacit 
assent  to  the  acts  of  his  co-trust*^, 
nor  by  the  actual  transfer  of  the 
legal  title  to  the  property,  can  he 
acquit  himself  of « his  responsibil- 
itv.  V>. 

.  The  retention  by  an  administrator 
of  the  fund  in  his  hands,  mingled 
with  his  own  funds  and  used  lor 
his  own  profit,  will  entitle  the 
party  beneticially  interested  in  the 
fund  to  a  discovery  and  an  account, 
and  to  such  decree  as  may  be  ne- 
ceb>ary  to  maintain  and' enforce 
the  complainant's  right4«.  Frey  v. 
Demarcst,  2S6 

.  The  Orphans  Court  has  no  author- 
ity to  try  disputed  claims,  except 
in  the  case  of  insolvent  estates,  in 
such  case,  either  the  execuior  or 
administrator,  or  any  person  in- 
terested, may  file  exceptions  again.4 
the  claim  ol  any  creditor,  and  the 
court  are  to  hear  the  proofs,  and 
decree  and  determine  in  regard  lo 
the  validity  of  the  claims.  It  is  a 
settled  principle,  that  the  Ort'haiis 
Court  is  not  the  proper  tribunal 
for  the  trial  of  disputed  claims. 
Bmt  by  a  disputed  claim  here,  is 
meant  a  claim  which  is  disputed 
by  the  executor  or  administrator 
not  a  claim  which  the  legatee  or 
next  of  kin  may  deem  unlounded 
or  unjust.  Vreeland  v.  Vrcclands 
advir,  613 

.  If  the  executor  or  adminisiraivr 
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disputes:  a  claim,  or  refuses  to  pay 
it,  the  Orphans  Court  cannot  allow 
it,  or  compel  the  executor  or  ad 
ministrator  to  include  it  in  his  ac- 
count. To  justify  the  Orphans 
Court  in  allowing  a  claim  against 
an  estate,  it  must  appear  that  the 
executor  or  administrator  assented 
to.  or  recognized  it  as  a  debt  due 
from  the  estate.  But  if  the  exec- 
utor or  administrator  admit  the 
claim,  and  pray  allowance  for  it  in 
his  account,  it  is  not  a  disputed 
claim  within  the  meaning  of  the 
rule,  and  falls  })roperly  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Orphans  Court 

Ih. 

10.  Claims  against  the  estate,  paid  hy 
the  executor  or  administrator,  con- 
stitute properly  a  part  of  his  ac- 
count. If  a  claim  paid  hy  an  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  is  illegal 
and  unfounded,  the  charge  in  tlie 
account  is  open  to  excej>tion,  and 
the  question  thus  brought  withiu 
the  juri.sdiction  of  the  Orphans 
Court.  lb. 

11.  The  m^r're  fact  that  a  debt  or  leg- 
acy has  not  been  actually  paid, 
constitutes  no  objection  to  its  al- 
lowance upon  the  settlement  of  the 
account,  il  its  existence  is  clearly 
establi.<hed.  By  the  settlement, 
the  executor  or  admini.strator  be- 
comes liable  for  the  amouut  thus 
allowed.  Ih. 

12.  If  an  administrator,  by  collusion 
with  the  claimant,  claims  allow- 
ance for  a  debt  not  paid,  in  order 
to  withdraw  the  cognizance  of  the 
question  from  the  ordinary  tribu- 
nals of  law  or  equity,  it  is  a  good 
ground  of  exception  before  the 
Orphans  Court,  and  the  item  may 
be  stricken  from  the  account.     lb. 

13.  An  administrator  is  accountable 
for  all  property  of  the  deceased, 
which  came  to  his  hands  to  be  ad- 
ministered. He  cannot  be  relieved 
from  the  accountability  on  the 
ground  of  loss,  where  the  loss  was 
occasioned  by  any  default  of  his 
own.  514, 

14.  Loans  made  on  private*  or  per-| 
sonal  security,  are  at  the  risk  of 
the  trustees,  who  are  personally 
answerable  if  the  security  prove 
defective.  To  afford  complete  in- 
demnity to  the  trustee  against  the 
hazard  of  responsibility  for  loss, 


the  investment  must  be  made  in 
government  stocks,  or  upon  ade- 
quate real  security.  Ih. 
15.  An  executor  or  administrator  can 
not  sell,  and  ]»art  with  the  posses- 
sion of  a.'ssetfi  which  have  come  to 
his  hands  to  be  administered,  with- 
out requiring  security  lor  the  prico. 
If  he  sell  under  judicial  sanction, 
he  must  pursue  strictly  the  ordcv  of 
the  court.  If  he  sell  upon  credit, 
without  judicial  sanction  and  upon 
his  own  discretion,  he  must  use  due 
caution  in  obtaining  adequate  se- 
curity. If  he  do  otherwise,  he 
acts  at  his  peril  ;  and  if  a  loss  is 
sustained  by  the  insolvency  of  the 
purchaser,  he  is  guilty  of  a  (levis- 
tavit.  lb. 

See  Jurisdiction,  4. 
Legacy,  23.  26. 
I'liACTicE,  74,  75,  77,  70,  80,  82. 
Trist  and  Trustee,  (3. 
Will,  6,  8,  10. 


FRAUD. 

1.  The  eleventh  section  cf  the  "act 
for  the  prevention  of  frauds  and 
j>erjuries,  '  JXir.  Dig.  cJ.jO,  requiring 
trusts  to  be  in  writing,  in  terms, 
a[»plies  only  to  trusts  oi  landa.  It 
does  not  extend  to  trusts  of  per- 
sonalty.    Silt/re  V.  Fredericks,  205 

2.  A  mortgage  of  land  is  a  mere  se- 
curity lor  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
and  IS  not  a  conveyance  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  so  as  not  to  be 
assignable  witliout  writing.        lb. 

3.  A  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  debt 
to  other  persons  than  the  mort- 
gagee, operates  as  a  resulting  trust, 
by  implication  of  law,  in  their  fa- 
vor, which  is  expressly  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

lb. 

4.  Whether  a  conveyance  be  fraudu- 
lent or  not,  depends  ujjou  itA  being 
made  upon  good  consideration  and 
bona  jidc.  If  it  be  defective  in 
either  particular,  although  valid 
between  the  parties  and  tlieir  rep- 
ref^eniatives,  it  is  void  as  to  cred- 
itors, lb. 

5.  The  distinction  between  cxisiunj 
and  subsequent  debts,  in  reference 
to  voluntary  conveyances,  is,  that 
as  to  the  former,  fraud  is  an  infer- 
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ence  of  law ;  as  to  the  latter,  there 
must  be  proof  of  fraud  in  fact. 
Belford  v.  Crane,  2H5 

6.  An  undue  concealment  of  a  fact  to 
the  prejudice  of  another,  which 
one  party  is  bound  in  conscience 
and  duty  to  disclose  to  the  other 
and  in  respect  to  which  he  cannot 
innocently  be  silent,  constitute?*  a 
fraud  against  which  equity  will  re- 
lieve.    Nicholson  y.Janeway,    286 

<Sfcc  HUSBAN'D   AND   WiFE,  1,  2,  5, 

Married  Women,  10. 
Mistake,  2. 

Pleading,  12, 13,  28  to  31. 
Practice,  15,  18. 
Purchaser,  1.  2. 
Sheriff's  Sale,  10,  15. 


GRANT. 

^S!fc  Charter,  3. 
C0KPORATION8,  13. 


GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

1.  In  an  attempted  settlement  by  a 
guardian  ot  his  account,  either  un- 
der the  act  respecting  the  Orphans 
Court,  Nix.  Dig.  575,  or  under  the 
act  relative  to  guardians,  Nir.  Dig. 
341.  there  must  be  a  compliance 
with  the  reciuirements  of  the  sta 
tute,  to  renaer  the  account  exhi- 
bited by  the  guardian  jyrima  facit 
evidence  ot*  it,**  correctness,  and  to 
impose  upon  the  ward  the  burden 
of  proving,  or  showing  the  falsity 
or  injustice  of  any  item  of  the  ac- 
count, to  which  he  may  afterwards 
take  exceptions.  Burnham  v.  Dal- 
linq,  144 

2.  The  design  of  the  act  of  1856,  {Nix. 
Dig.  5I.)0,  I  3.)  supplementary  to 
the  Orj»hans  Court  act,  was,  that 
notice  should  be  given  to  the  ward, 
of  an  intended  settlement  by  his 
guardian.  No  notice  to,  or  appear- 
ance by  the  guardian,  can  oe  a 
waiver  of  the  notice  prescribed  by 
the  act.     Culver  v.  Brown,         533 

3.  Fifteen  per  cent,  commissions  hav- 
ing been  allowed  by  the  Orphans 
Court,  the  law  authorizing  but 
seven  per  cent.,  the  decree  must  be 
corrected.  lb. 


HEARING. 

See  Pleadino,  4,  19. 
Practice,   33. 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where  a  wife  takes  the  title  to  land, 
purchased  with  tlie  property  of 
the  husband,  under  circumstances 
which  render  the  transaction  frau- 
dulent as  against  the  husband's 
creditors,  she  will  be  treated  as  a 
trustee  for  the  creditors,  and  the 
property  will  be  sold  for  their  ben- 
efit.    Belford  v.  Crane,  2»i5 

2.  The  existence  of  fraud  is  often  a 
presumption  of  law  from  admitted 
or  established  facts,  irrespective  of 
motive,  and  loo  strong  to  be  rebut- 
ted. A  voluntary  settlement  on 
the  wife  by  a  husband  while  en- 
caged in  business,  and  involved  in 
debt,  is  fraudulent  as  against  cre- 
ditors, no  matter  how  pure  the  mo- 
tive which  induced  it.  lb. 

3.  The  right  of  the  husband  to  the 
services  of  his  wife,  and  to  the 
avails  of  her  skill  and  industry,  in 
absolute.  The  wife  can  acquire  no 
sejtarate  property  in  her  earning, 
though  sne  carry  on  business  in 
her  own  name,  except  by  gift  from 
her  husband.  lb. 

4.  A  settlement  by  the  husband  upon 
the  wife,  in  consideration  of  meri- 
torious services,  is  a  pure  gift  or 
voluntary  settlement,  and  tnough 
good  as  against  the  husband,  can 
only  be  sustained  against  his  credi- 
tors by  virtue  of  an  antenuptial 
contract.  lb. 

5.  If  a  party  is  indebted  at  the  time 
of  a  voluntary  settlement,  it  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  fraudulent  in  respect 
to  such  debts,  and  no  circumstances 
will  permit  those  debts  to  be  af 
fecteu  by  the  settlement,  or  repel 
the  legal  presumption  of  fraud,  lb. 

6.  The  land  having  been  purchased 
with  the  money  of  the  husband, 
there  is  a  resulting  trust  in  his  fa- 
vor. The  wife  will  be  declared  a 
trustee  for  the  husband,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors.  2H6 

7.  A  trust  deed  by  the  husband  for  the 
benefit  of  the  wife,  purporting  to 
be  given  to  secure  certain  funds  re- 
ceived from  the  wife,  but  where  do 
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such  funds  were  actually  received 
by  the  husband,  is  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  creditors.  Robert 
V.  HoJges,  300 

8.  The  act  of  1852,  "  for  the  better 
securing  the  property  of  married 
women, '  Nix.  Dig.  503,  confers 
upon  the  wife  no  power  of  aliening 
or  disposing  of  her  sepatate  pro- 
perty ;  she  can  only  do  so  by  the 
consent,  and  with  the  concurrence 
of  her  husband.  She  has  the  right 
of  ownership,  without  the  power 
of  disposition.  Vredand  v.  Vree- 
laiuJCi  adrnr,  512 

y.  The  rieht  of  the  husband  to  the 
wife's  cnoses  in  action,  as  well  as 
to  her  other  property,  real  and 
personal,  was  extinguished  by  the 
act  of  1852.  lb. 

10.  A  bond  given  to  the  wife  in  her 
own  name,  and  accepted  by  her 
in  lieu  of  specitic  real  and  personal 
property  to  which  she  was  entitled 
uy  inheritance,  remains  absolutely 
hers,  as  if  she  were  a  single  female, 
and  is  not  subject  to  the  disposal  of 
her  husband.  lb. 

11.  The  payment  of  such  bond  at  its 
maturity  to  the  husband,  its  sub- 
sequent investment  by  him  in  his 
own  name,  without  objection  by 
the  wile,  and  hi.^  receipt  of  the  in 
terest,  is  no  evidence  (since  the  act 
of  1S52)  of  the  transfer  of  the  pro- 
perty from  the  wife  to  the  husband, 
or  of  the  determination  of  her  in- 
terest. Ih. 

12  The  reduction  of  a  chose  in  action 
(ihe  separate  property  of  the  wife) 
into  po.-.se.s>ion,  by  the  husband, 
without  the  consent  of  the  wife, 
does  not  change  the  title  of  the 
piojierty.  The  husband  is  account- 
able for  so  much  of  the  estate  of 
iho  wife,  secured  to  her  separate 
use,  as  has  come  into  bis  hands,  lb. 

13.  Irrespective  of  the  righu  of  the 
wife  under  the  act  of  1852,  it  is 
not  every  reduction  by  the  hus- 
band, of  the  wife's  choses  in  action 
into  possession,  that  will  vest  the 
property  absolutely  in  the  hus- 
band. The  ownership  follows  the 
will  of  the  husband.  But  under 
that  act,  the  husband  has  no  right 
to  convert  the  wife's  choses  in  ac- 
tion to  his  own  use.  Such  conver- 
sion is  a  violation  of  the  rights  of 
the  wife.  lb. 


14.  The  wife's  assent  to  the  reduction 
by  the  husband,  of  her  choses  in 
action  into  possession,  for  the  mere 

Surpose  of  re-investment,  is  no  evi- 
ence  of  her  a.ssent  to  its  conver- 
sion to  the  use  of  the  husband.  lb. 

15.  If  the  wife's  separate  property 
consist  of  land,  and  she  lives  upon 
it,  the  husband  may  enjoy  it  jointly 
with  her;  if  of  chattels  in  posses- 
sion, the  husband  may  use  them.  lb. 

16.  Thouj^h  the  wife  may  hold  pro- 
perty in  her  own  name,  under  the 
act  of  1852,  as  if  she  were  a  feme 
$ole,  she  can  make  no  valid  contract 
in  regard  to  it,  nor  can  she  enforce 
its  collection,  without  the  interven- 
tion of  her  husband.  lb. 

17.  The  fact  that  while  a  husband  and 
wife  are  living  together,  he  should 
be  permitted  to  take  the  interest  or 
profits  of  her  separate  estate  for 
their  mutual  benent,  or  for  his  own 
use,  should,  as  between  the  h'tsband 
and  wife,  raise  no  presumption  pre- 
judicial to  her  rights.  513 

18.  The  second  section  of  the  act  of 
1852  does  not  relate  only  to  the  pro- 
perty in  existence  when  the  law 
went  into  operation :  it  applios 
equally  to  after  acquired  property. 

19.  The  bond  having  been  collected 
by  the  husband,  and  the  money  in- 
vested in  his  own  name,  the  widow 
cannot  claim  the  protection  of  tlie 
act  of  1851.  Nix.  Dig.  282,  J  35. 
That  act  extends  only  to  the  specitic 
chattel  or  chose  in  action.  lb. 

See  PR.VCTIOE,  14. 


INJUNCTION. 

l.The  Court  of  Chancery  has  no 
power,  by  injunction,  to  restrain 
any  citizen  from  petitioning  either 
branch  of  the  legislature  upon  any 
subject  of  legislation  in  wliich  he 
is  interested.  Such  restraint  would 
be  an  unauthorized  abridgment  of 
the  political  rights  of  the  party 
enjoined.  Story  v.  Jersey  City  and 
Bergen  Point  Plank  Road  Co.,     13 

2.  The  restraining  power  of  a  court 
of  equity  is  exercised  for  the  pro- 
tection of  rights,  the  existence  of 
which  is  clearly  established,  and 
80  far  only  as  may  be  essential  for 
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the  protection  of  those  rights.  Del. 
and  Ear.  Canal  Oo.  v.  Bar.  and 
Del.  Bay  Co.,  321 

3.  An  injunction  is  the  proper  remedy 
to  secure  to  a  party  the  enjoyment 
of  a  statute  privilege,  of  which  he 
is  in  the  actual  possession,  and 
when  his  legal  title  is  not  put  in 
doubt.  322 

4.  The  powers  of  a  court  of  equity  in 
regard  to  nuisances,  are  corrective 
a.«  well  as  preventive.  It  may  or- 
der them  to  be  abated,  as  well  as 
restrain  them  from  i»eiiig  con- 
structed. As  a  general  rule,  such 
relief  will  not  be  granted  unless 
made  the  subject  of  a  special  pray- 
er. 323 

5.  To  justify  the  issuing  of  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  erection  of  a 
nuisance,  or  to  abate  it  after  it  is 
erected,  it  must  appear  not  only 
tliat  the  complainant's  rights  aie 
clear,  but  that  the  tiling  sought  to 


the  purpose  of  quieting  the  pos- 
session of  a  complainant  who 
shows  no  title  to  tne  premises  in 
dispute.     McOcc  v.  Smith,         463 

See  CoRPORATioss,  2,  8. 
Pleading,  36. 
Practice.  12,  21,  54. 
•  Spec.  Perf.,  10. 


INSOLVENT  CORPORATION. 

1.  The  only  criterion  of  in.«iolvency, 
furnishea  by  "the  act  to  prevent 
frauds  by  incorporate!  companies," 
(in  regard  to  companies  other  than 
banking),  is  the  suspension  of  busi- 
ness. Bedford  v.  Newark  Machine 
Company^  117 

2.  The  act  of  insolvency  contempla- 
ted by  the  statute,  is  committed  ai 
the  time  the  company  susjiends  its 
ordinary  business  operations.    lb. 


be  enjoined  is  prejudicial  to  those  3.  Under  the  42d  section  of  *'  the  act 


rights.  The  fact  of  tfie  nuisance 
must  be  clearly  eptal>lished.        lb 

.  A  structure.  thf)u^h  illegal,  will 
not  be  enjoined  as  a  nuisance, 
where  it  occasions  no  injury  to  the 
nghis  of  the  com[)lainant.  lb. 

.  Tlie  closing  of  a  road  used  as  a 
highway  lor  travel,  by  injunction.! 
can  only  be  justitied  by  the  clear-' 
e.<t  neces.-^ity.  lb. 

.  To  entitle  a  |>arty  to  an  injunction,! 
his  title  to  the  property  and  rights; 
claimed   by  him,  and    for  the  pro 


to  authorize  the  establishment,  and 
to  prescribe  the  duties  of  compa- 
nies for  manufacturing  and  otner 
purposes."  all  laborers  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  company  at  the  time 
of  the  suspension  of  its  bustnesf 
operations,  and  not  those  only  in 
their  employ  at  the  time  of  insti- 
tuting legal  jtroceeding-  against 
them  ns  an  insolvent  corj>oratii>n, 
are  entitled  to  prioritv  in  j^aymnni 
over  the  other  creditors  of  the 
company.  lb. 


teciion  of  which  he  asks  the  inter- 4.  The  apjircniices  of  such   company 


position  of  tlie  cr>urt,  must  apf-ear 
111  a  clear  and  satisfactory  manner.' 
Mollis  Canal  and  Bankiiaj  Co.  v. I 
Ontral  Badroad  Co.,  4lt>l 

9.  This  court  will  not  interpose  by 
ir»j unction  to  ]>revent  an  a]>pre 
bended  injury,  which  is   not  irre- 


are  entitled  to  their  wages  without 
regard  to  the  time  that  ihey  were 
bust  actually  laboring  for  the  com- 
])any.  Their  legal  rights  cannot 
be  artected  by  the  relu>al  or  ina- 
bility of  the  company  to  furni>h 
them  with  emjdoymeut.  lb. 


parable,  and  which   is  capable  of  5.  A  judgment  confessed  by  a  party 


compensation  in  damages.  420 

10.  An  injunction  should  only  be  is-| 
sued  in  cases  of  great  injury,  where 
courts  of  law  cannot  atibrd  an  ad- 
equate or  commensurate  remedy  in 
damages.  The  right  must  be  clear, 
and  the  injury  be  impending  or 
threatened,  so  as  to  be  averted  only 
by  the  protecting,  preventive  pro- 
cess of  injunction.  76. 

11.  An  injunction  will  not  be  con- 
tinued for  the  mere  purpose  of  re 


on  the  eve  of  insolvency,  without 
any  view  or  expectation  of  obtain- 
ing aid  to  enable  him  to  continue 
his  business,  affords  strong  evi- 
dence that  it  was  done  in  contem- 
plation of  insolvency,  and  with 
the  view  of  preferring  creditors. 
Straiton  v.  Alien,  229 

6.  In  the  distribution  of  the  funds  of 
an  insolvent  company,  a  judgment 
confessed  in  contemplation  of  in- 
solvency, and   with   the   view  of 


straining  a  naked  trespass,  or  for:     preferring  creditors,  is   entitled  to 


INDEX. 


577 


no  priority.  The  debt  will  be  paid 
proportionably  with  the  other  debts 
of  the  company.  lb. 

7.  A  creditor  of  an  insolvent  corpo- 
ration, who  shows  a  reasonable  ex- 
cuse for  not  presenting  his^  claim 
within  the  time  limited  By  the 
order  of  the  court  in  proceedings 
under  "  the  act  to  prevent  frauaa 
by  incor[>orated  companies,"  Nix, 
J)ig.  371.  will  be  admitted  at  any 
time  before  actual  distribution,  or 
even  after  partial  payments,  if 
there  be  a  surplus  in  the  hands  of 
the  receivers,  so  as  not  to  interfere 
with  payruents  already  made. 
Orinndl  v.  Merchants  Insurance 
Co.,  283 

8.  A  creditor  does  not  by  such  pre- 
sentment, obtain  a  vested  right  to  a 
certain  dividend  to  the  exclusion 
of  otliers.  lb. 

9.  The  fact  that  the  petitioner  was  an 
officer  of  the  corporation,  and  that 
the  j>roceediugs  to  establish  its  in- 
solvency were  instituted  in  his 
name,  cannot  prejudice  his  right  to 
be  let  in  to  prove  his  claim  before 
the  receivers.  Ih. 

10.  Ten  days  allowed  to  present 
claim.  lb. 


out  consideration  or  invalid,  or  if 
the  judgment  was  unauthorized  or 
illegal,  the  remedy  for  a  party  ag- 
grieved is  by  application  to  the 
court  in  which  it  was  entered,  or 
by  writ  of  error.  //>. 

3.  A  judgment  can  only  be  impeached 
in  a  court  of  equity  for  fraud  in 
its  concoction,  and  not  for  fraud  in 
the  instrument  upon  which  it  is 
founded.  lb. 

See  Insolvent  Corporations,  5,  (>. 
Mechanics  Lien,  4. 
Practice,  16,  55,  56. 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  proper  office  of  courts  of  jus- 
tice is  to  adjudicate  upon,  and  to 
protect  and  enforce  the  le^al  and 
equitable  rights  of  parties  litigant, 
as  they  are  established  by  existing 
laws.  It  is  no  part  of  their  appro- 
priate function  to  determine  in  ad- 
vance, whether  a  proposed  law  may 
or  may  not  be  enacted  consistently 
with  therightsof  parties,  or  to  inter- 
fere directly  or  indirectly  with  the" 
course  of  l(:^gislation.  Story  v.  Jer- 
sey Citt/  and  Bergen  Point  Plank 
lioad  Co.,  13 

2.  The  Court  of  Chancery  is  not  de- 
prived of  its  original  jurisdiction  in 
any  case,  either  by  the  operation 
of  a  statute  conferring  similar  ju- 
ris<liction  upon  the  common  law 
courts,  or  by  the  adoption  in  those 
courts  of  the  principles  or  practice 
of  courts  of  equity.  Frey  v.  D^ima- 
rest,  23(5 

3.  The  court  of  equity  has  concurrent 
I  jurisdiction  with  the  Prerogative 
I     Court  over  the   administration   of 

the  assets  of  deceased  persons,    lb. 

4.  Unless  for  some  special  cause,  a 
courtofequity  will  not  interfere  with 
the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  th»;  Or- 
phans Court  in  the  settlement  of 
theaccount*  of  executors  or  admin- 
istrators. Nor  will  it  attempt  to 
look  behind  such  settlement,  unless 
on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake. 

//). 
which  it  is  founded,  constitute  no  5.  Where  there  is  oncertaintv  as  to 


INSOLVENT  DEBTOR. 

See  Assignment  for  Benefit  of  Cre- 
ditors and  Fraudulent  Trusts. 


INTEREST. 


See  Legacy, 
Usury. 


16  to  18. 


INTERPLEADER. 
See  Sale  of  Land,  7. 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  Objections  relating  to  the  regular- 
ity of  a  judgment  at  law,  or  to  the' 
validity    of    the   iiistrument   upon 


ground    for    the     interference    of 

ei^uity.     Stratton  v.  Aden.         22i>i 

2.  If  the  instrument  u]>on  which  the! 

judgment  was  entered,  was  with-l 

Vol.  I.  3  c 


the  extent  of  the  responsibility  of 
a  party  from  whom  rent  is  sought 
ti>  be  recovered,  a  court  of  equity 
will  maintain  jurisdiction  of  a  suit 
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for  ite  recovery.      Swedeaborough 
Church  V.  8hiver$,  453 


LACHES. 

tSee  Practicb,  34. 
sShebiff's  Sale, 


3.6. 


LEGACY. 

Israel  Woodward,  by  his  will,  gave 
aud  beoueathed  as  followa :  *'  I 
^ive  ana  beaue*ath  to  my  daughter, 
Elizabeth  Black,  the  sum  of  four- 
teen hundred  dollars,  which  sum  I 
ord^T  my  executors  to  put  out  at 
interest,  and  take  land  security  for 
the  same,  and  j»ay  her  the  yearly 
interefJt  arising  thereon  during  her 
natural  life  ;  and  if  she  dies  leaving 
no  lawful  issue,  I  order  the  said 
sum  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars  to 
be  divided  between  my  pons  and 
daughters  equally."  He  died  leav- 
ing seven  children,  beside  the  said 
legatee.  Shortly  after  his  death, 
six  of  the  seven  children  signed  the 
following  instrument :  *'  Whereas, 
our  father,  Israel  Woodward,  in 
his  last  will  and  testament,  has  be 
(jueathed  unto  his  daughter,  Eliza- 
beth W.  Black,  the  interest  of 
$1400  during  her  natural  life,  but 
not  to  receive  any  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal .  Now  be  it  remembered,  that 
we.  the  subpcrihers,  legatees  of  the 
said  Israel  Woodward,  do  hereby 
agree-  that  the  said  sum  of  $I40(.) 
shall  be  paid  to  her  by  the  execu- 
tors of  said  will,  at  the  time  of  the 
decea^se  of  Edward  Black,  her  pres 
ont  jjusljand  ;  but  in  case  the  said 
KliZH belli  W.  Black  should  depart 
this  life  before  the  said  Edward 
Black,  then  this  agreement  to  be 
void  and  of  no  effect."     Held — 

1.  The  gift  over  was  valid.  As  ap- 
j)lied  to  personal  estate,  such  limi 
tation  over  imports  not  an  indefi- 
nite, but  a  definite  failure  of  issue. 

2.  By  the  terms  of  the  gift,  Elizabeth 
Black  took  the  entire  interest  of 
thi'  to-iator.  defeat^ible  on  her  leav- 
ing no  issue  at  her  death. 

3.  The  sons  and  daughters  of  the 
te.sialor,  living  at  his  death,  took  a 
i^i-8'tfl  inr«'rest  in  the  residuary  gift, 


defeasible  upon  the  death  of  the 
legatee  for  life,  leaving  issue. 

4.  The  interest  of  the  residuary  lega- 
tees vested  not  in  possession,  but 
in  right,  upon  the  testator's  death, 
so  as  to  be  transmissible  to  their 
personal  representati   es. 

5.  The  limitation  over  is  t-o  all  the 
sons  and  daughters  of  the  testator, 
and  the  interest  of  either  of  such 
legatees  is  not  defeated  by  his  or 
her  death  before  the  legatee  lor 
life,  but  is  transmitted  to  his  jier- 
sonal  representatives. 

6.  The  defeasible  interest  of  the  lega- 
tees in  the  legacies  over,  upon  the 
death  of  the  legatee  for  life,  was 
as.signable. 

7.  The  omission  of  one  of  the  lega- 
tees to  sign  the  agreement,  will  not 
invalidate  it  a.s  against  those  who 
did  sign  it,  they  having  derived  all 
the  benefit  sought  by  tlie  arrange- 
ment, and  having  incurred  no  ad- 
ditional burden  or  loss.  Wood- 
ward's   admr  v.   Woodward t  ex  r$, 

83 

8.  To  constitute  a  specific  legacy,  the 
thing  bequeathed  must  he  ^pccifieti 
and  (iistingmshcd  from  the  rest  of 
the  testator's  estate.  I^'orrU  v. 
Tk ovi  itons  ex  rs,  2  h 

9.  The  intention  i»f  the  testator  must 
be  expressed  in  reference  to  the 
thing  bequeathed,  or  it  must  other- 
wise clearly  appear  from  the  will. 

lb. 

10.  To  guard  again.'st  an  ademption 
or  exlinguibhiiient  of  the  Ifgacy, 
contrarv  to  the  intention  of  thele.** 
tator,  tlie  general  leaning  of  th** 
court  is  against  making  the  legatV 
specific.  lu. 

11.  A  bequest  of  government  se-.uri- 
ties,  or  of  shares  in  public  c»mj'ii- 
nies,  or  of  bonds  of  corporations 
outstanding  and  circulating  as  wdl 
known  securities  at  the  date  of  the 
will,  is  not  a  specific  bequest,  un- 
less there  is  a  clear  reference  to  the 
corpus  of  the  fund.  lb. 

12.  A  legacy  may  be  rendered  speci; 
fie  by  the  use  of  the  term  "  my" 
stock,  or  the  stock  now  *'  in  my 
possession,*'  or  "standing  in  my 
name,"  or  **  owned  by  me,''  or  by 
any  other  form  of  expression  which 
clearly  indicates  the  purpose  of  the 

.  testator  to  give  the  specific  thtno, 
and   not    to  designate  the    quan- 
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tity  or  species  of    the   tiling  be 
qiieathed.  lb, 

13.  It",  by  the  terras  of  the  will,  there 
b.j  no  sucli  identification  of  the! 
fling  bequeathed,  the  legacy  isgen 
eral,  and  if  not  found  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  testator  at  his  duath,  is 
tantamount  to  a  direction  to  the 
executors  to  purchase  such  securi- 
ties for  the  legatee.  lb. 

14.  The  mere  poascuion  by  the  testa- 
tor, at  the  date  of  his  will,  of  a 
larger  amount  of  stocks  or  bonds 
than  are  bequeathed,  will  not  make 
the  bequest  specific,  when  it  is  given 
generally  of  stocks,  or  of  slocks  in 
particular  funds  without  furtherl 
exidanatiou.  219| 

15.  The  nature  of  the  legacy,  whetherj 
general  or  specific,  will  be  found| 
always  to  depend  upon  the  terms  of 
the  gift  to  the  legatee,  without  re- 1 
ference  to  tlie  circumstance,  wheth- 
er the  estate  was,  or  was  not  put 
in  trust.  lb. 

IB.  As  a  general  rule,  where  the  will 
is  silent  as  to  intere.st,  a  legacy 
bears  interest  only  from  the  time  it 
is  made  payable.  But  wlsore  a 
legacy  to  a  child  of  the  testator  is 
made  payable  at  a  future  day,  and 
no  maintenance  in  the  meantime  is 
provided  for  the  legatee!,  the  legacy 
bears  -interest  from  the  death  of  the 
tastator.     Jordan  v.  Clark,         213 

17.  Where  the  testator  has  expressly 
provided  maintenance  ui»  to  a  cer- 
tain jieriod,  leaving  a  cha^m  be 
tween  that  period  and  the  time  of 
the  [layment  of  the  legacy  unpro 
vided  lor,  interest  will  be  allowed 
upon  the  legacy  during  such  inter- 
val, by  way  of  maintenance.     lb. 

18.  VVHiere  the  devisee  of  land  charged 
with  the  payment  of  legacies,  has 
furnished  the  legatees  with  sup- 
port, though  not  in  strict  conform- 
ity wiih  tne  requirements  of  the 
will,  and  such  support  was  fur- 
nished and  accepted  as  a  substitute 
for  the  provision  directed  by  the 
will,  and  was  in  fact  more  advan- 
tageous to  the  legatees  than  the  in- 
terest on  the  legacies  would  have 
been,  the  period,  during  which  ^uch 
support  was  furnished,  will  be  de- 
ducted from  the  time  during  which 
interest  is  allowed  on   the  legacy. 

Ib.\ 

19.  To  constitute  a  legacy  gpecific^  it 


is  necessary  that  such  intention  be 
either  expressed  by  the  testator  in 
reference  to  the  thing  bequeathe*!, 
or  otherwise  clearly  appear  from 
the  will.   Norris  v.  Thomson  8  cj-'ts, 

20.  This  is  not  a  technical  arbitrary 
rule,  to  be  answered  only  by  the 
use  of  particular  words  and  expres- 
sions, hut  is  an  embodiment  of  tlie 
general  principles  by  which  the 
character  of  legacies  should  be 
tested  and  determined,  each  will 
resting  for  correctconstruction  upon 
the  language  employed,  and  upon 
established  surrounding  significant 
circumstances,  if  such  exist.       lb. 

21.  The  language  used  by  the  testator 
in  creating  and  directing  the  trusts 
in  the  will,  has  a  clear  reference  to 
the  stocks  and  particular  bonds 
which  the  testator  possessed  when 
he  executed  the  will,  and  shows 
that  the  testator  intended  that  the 
legacies  should  be  discharged  by 
his  trustees  handing  over  to  the 
respective  legatees, stock  and  bonds 
which  they  would  find  in  his  strong 
box  after  his  death.   Per  Ogdek,  J. 

Jb. 

22.  If  the  language  of  the  will  does 
not  come  up  to  the  rule  laid  down 
in  the  books,  the  circumstances  by 
which  the  testator  was  surrounded 
when  the  will  was  drawn,  and  the 
whole  scope  and  texture  of  the  in- 
strument taken  in  connection  with 
the  particular  clauses  of  bequest, 
clearly  indicate  an  intention  to 
create  a  specific  legacy.  Jb. 

23.  Where  there  is  a  general  bequest 
for  life  with  remainder  over,  the 
whole  property  must  be  sold  and 
converted  into  money  by  the  ex- 
ecutor, the  proceeds  invested,  and 
the  interest  only  paid  to  the  lega- 
tee for  life.  The  rule  prevails,  ex- 
cept there  is  an  indication  of  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  testa- 
tor, that  the  legatee  for  life  should 
receive  the  property  bequeathed. 
Howard  v.  Howard i  ex'rsj         48G 

24.  The  circumstance  that  a  bequest 
of  general  personal  estate  is  in  the 
same  sentence  with  a  devise  of  the 
real,  will  not  make  the  legacy  spe- 
cific, lb. 

25.  The  well  settled  rule  in  equity  is, 
that  where  it  appears  that  there  is 
danger  that  the  principal  of  the 
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legacy  will  be  wasted  or  lost,  the 
court  will  protect  the  interest  of 
the  legatee  in  remainder,  by  com- 
pelling the  legatee  for  life  to  give 
Fccurity  for  the  safe  return  of  the 
principal.  Ih. 

2<>.  Under  like  circumstances,  the  ex- 
ecutor himself  will  be  required  to 
give  security  for  the  safety  of  the 
iuud.  Ih. 


LEGATEE  FOR  LIFE. 

Set  Legacy,  23,  25. 
Practice,  42  to  46. 
Will,  5. 


LEGATEE  IN  REMAINDER. 

See  Legacy,  4  to  6. 
Practice,  42  to  45. 

TUUST  AND  TkUSTEE,  4. 


LOAN. 


5.  A  commission  of  lunacy  may  issue 
where  the  alleged  lunatic  is  an  in- 
fant.    In  re  Chattin,  496 

6.  The  issuing  of  a  commission  of  lu- 
nacy rests  in  discretion.  Ih. 

7.  Where  the  alleged  lunatic  is  in  an 
asylum,  the  commission  should  be 
executed  in  the  county  where  bis 
mansion  and  estate  are.  or  where 
he  last  resided  before  being  sent  to 
the  asylum.     In  re  Child,  498 

8.  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary  that 
the  alleged  lunatic  should  be  be- 
fore the  jury.  A  commission  may 
issue  where  he  is  a  non-resident, 
or  temporarily  absent  from  the 
stat«.  and  where  it  is  impossible  for 
the  jury  to  see  him.  16. 

9.  If  necessary,  the  court  will  order 
the  party  having  the  alleged  luna- 
tic in  cuarge,  to  bring  him  before 
the  jury.  Ih. 

10.  Where  the  estate  of  the  lunatic  is 
small,  the  court  will,  it  seems,  in 
order  to  avoid  inconvenience  and 
expense,  order  the  commission  to 
issue  to  a  different  county  from 
that  in  which  he  resides.  lb. 


The  forbearance  or  giving  time  for 
the  [>ayiiient  of  a  debt,  is  in  sub 
stance  a  loan.  Dicrch  v.  AVn- 
mdy,  210  1 


LUNATIC. 

1.  A  lunatic  can  sue  only  by  his  com 
uiittfMi  or  guardian,  who  is  respou 
sible  lor  the  conduct  of  the  suit,  or 
by  the  Attorney  General  or  next 
friend,  where  the  interests  of  the 
guardian  clash  with  those  of  the 
lunatic.     Norcom  v.  Rogers,      4^>4 

2.  If  a  complainant  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  bill  to  be  a  lunatic,  and 
no  next  friend  or  comraiitee  is 
namr^d  in  the  bill,  the  objection 
may  be  raised  by  demurrer,  or  by 
motion  to  take  the  bill  from  the 
tiles.  Ih. 

3.  A  bill  exhibited  by  a  person  of  un- 
sound mind  should  be  taken  from 
the  tiles.  485 

4.  The  bill  in  this  cause  having  been 
Hli'd  by  a  lunatic,  and  the  defend- 
ant having  demurred,  leave  was  4. 
given  to  withdraw  the  demurrer, 
and  bill  ordered  to  be  taken  from 
the  files.  lb. 


MARRIED  WOMEN. 

In  the  absence  of  any  trust  deed 
or  settlement,  defining  and  limit- 
ing the  mode  in  which  a  separate 
estate  shall  be  charged  by  the  wife, 
equity  will  charge  it,  while  she 
lives  apart  from  her  husband,  with 
debts  contracted  by  her  for  her  own 
benefit,  without  any  express  ap- 
propriation by  the  wife,  of  the  es- 
tate or  any  part  of  it,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  Johnson  v. 
Cummins,  97 

The  separate  estate  of  a  married 
women  is  subject  in  equity  to  the 
payment  of  debts  contracted  in 
reference  to,  and  upon  the  faith 
and  credit  of  the  estate.  Ih. 

Where  a  married  woman  lives  apart 
from  her  husband,  and  bavins  & 
separate  estate,  contracts  deots, 
the  court  will  impute  to  her  the  in- 
tention of  dealing  with  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  unless  the  contrary  is 
shown.  98 

It  is  no  defence  to  a  claim  n[^on 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife, 
that  the  separate  estate  of  the 
wife  created  by  the  ntatute  (Nii. 
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Dig.  503,  J  1,)  is  a  legal  estate,  and 
that  the  enforcement  of  the  claim 
in  this  aspect,  is  not  properly  with- 
in the  cognizance  of  a  court  of 
eauity.  lb. 

5.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  over  the  separate  estate  of 
a  married  woman  rests  not  merely 
ui)on  the  ground  that  it  is  an  equit- 
aule  estate,  but  upon  the  ground 
that  it  is  her  geparaie  estate,  which 
is  equitably  subject  to  contracts 
and  engagements  entere<l  into  by 
her,  which  are  not  legally  binding 
upon  her  personally,  and  whicn 
cannot  be  enforced  at  law.         lb. 

6.  Nor  IS  it  material  whether  the  es- 
tate ii  vested  in  a  trustee,  the  in- 
terest of  the  wife  being  merely 
equitable,  or  directly  in  her,  so 
that  she  has  both  the  legal  and 
equitable  interest.  lb. 

7.  The  statute  (act  of  1852,  for  the 
better  securing  of  the  property  of 
married  women,)  does  not  imj)air 
the  right  ot  the  husband  to  an  es- 
tate by  curtesy  in  the  separate; 
profierty  »  f  the  wife.  lb. 

8.  Nor.  as  it  Bccnm,  does  the  act  take 
away  the  husband's   right  to  ad 
minister  upon,  and  to  take  jw  his 
own,  the  personal  proporty  of  the 
deceased  wife,  where  she  dies  in 
testate.  lb. 

^  A  gift  of  money  to  a  married  wo- 
man in  1848,  being  made  without  a 
settlement  upon  her,  as  well  as  her 
earnings  during  the  coverture,  are 
the  property  of  the  husband. 
Smith  V.  Vreelaml  198 

10.  A  voluntary  conveyance  to  a 
married  woman  by  her  husband, 
while  he  is  embarra-^sed  by  debts, 
is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against 
creditors.  lb. 

11.  The  act  of  1852,  for  the  better  se- 
curing the  property  of  married 
women,  confers  upon  the  wife  a 
mere^tt*  ienendi.  It  gives  her  no 
power  to  dispose  of  her  property. 
Belford  v.  Orane^  2fe 


MECHANICS'  LIEN. 


.  A  lien  claim  filed  upon  separate 
buildings  and  upon  distinct  lots  of 
land,  without  apportioning  the 
claim  and  designating  specifically 
the  amount  claiiaed  upon  each,  is 

3c 


not  a  compliance  with  the  statute 
(Nix.  Dig.  524),  and  must  be  post- 
poned to  the  claims  of  other  en- 
cumbrancers. Morris  County  Bank 
V.   Eockaway   Manufacturing   Co., 

150 

2.  Nor  does  it  remedy  the  objection, 
that  it  anpenrs  by  the  evidence 
that  the  claim  may  be  apportioned 
between  the  different  buildings  in 
proportion  to  the  value  of  the 
materials  used  in  the  construction 
of  each  of  them.  lb. 

3.  A  claim,  not  filed  according  to  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  consti- 
tutes no  encumbrance  upon  the 
premises.  lb. 

4.  A  judgment  at  law  entered  upon 
the  hen,  the  lien  claim  not  having 
been  filed  pursuant  to  the  statute, 
gives  it  no  priority  in  payment, 
nor  any  advantage  over  liens  upon 
which  judgment  nas  not  been  ren- 
dered, lb. 


MISTAKE. 

1.  Equity  will  relieve  against  a  con- 
tract made  under  a  mistake,  or 
ignorance  of  a  material  fact ;  not 
only  where  there  has  been  a  con- 
cealment of  facts  by  one  party,  but 
also  in  cases  of  mutual  mistake  or 
ignorance  of  facts.  Nicholson  v. 
Janeway,  285 

2.  To  constitute  a  fraud  or  mistake 
for  which  equity  will  relieve 
against  a  contract,  it  is  essential 
that  the  fact  misrepresented  or  con- 
cealed be  material.  It  must  either 
affect  the  substance  of  the  contract, 
or  the  value  of  the  thing  bargained 
for ;  or  be  such  as  induces  the  party 
aggrieved  to  pay  more  or  accept 
less,  for  the  tning  bargained  for, 
than  its  real  value.  lb. 

3.  Equity  will  not  grant  relief 
against  a  contract  on  the  ground 
of  mistake,  when  the  mistaken  fact 
did  not  operate  as  an  inducement 
to  enter  into  the  contract.  lb. 

4.  Where  the  difference  between  the 
actual  and  estimated  quantity  of 
acres  of  land  sold  in  the  gro&s.  h 
so  great  as  to  warrant  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  parties  would  not 
have  contracted  had  the  truth  been 
known,  in  «nch  oa«e  tb«  party  in- 
jured is  ijatitlcMl  to  relief  in  equity 
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on   the  ground  of  groM  mistake. 
Weart  v.  Eose,  290 


MORTGAGE. 

By  the  act  of  1854.  Nix.  Dig.  851. 
^  64,  when  the  mortgagee  resides 
in  a  dit!'erent  township  from  that 
in  which  the  mortgaged  premises 
lie,  the  tax  on  the  money  secured 
by  the  mortgage  is  to  be  assessed 
against  and  paid  by  the  mortgagor 
in  the  township  where  the  lands 
lie.  and  the  receipt  of  the  collector 
therefor  is  made  a  legal  payment 
lor  so  much  of  the  interest  of  the 
mortgage,  and  is  to  be  allowed  and 
deducted  therefrom  by  the  mort 
jiagee.     Held — 

1.  The  payment  of  the  tax  and  the 
receipt  of  the  collector  is  a  legal 
payment  of  so  much  interest,  not 
of  principal  ;  a  payment  of  the  ac- 
crued  and  accndny  interest,  not 
of  interest  to  grow  due  at  some  fu- 
lure  time. 

2.  When  a  mortgagor,  entitled  to 
have  the  tax  assessed  against  and 
paid  by  him  deducted  from  the  in- 
terest, has  paid  the  interest  in  full 
a>4  It  became  due,  without  deduct- 
ing the  tax.  he  cannot  afterwards 
claim  any  deduction  therefor  from 
the  arrears  of  interest.  Keeney  v. 
A^Duod,  35 

3.  A  deed  of  assignment  endorsed 
ujMMi  a  mortgage,  though  duly  exe- 
ciitt-'d  and  acknowledged,  passes  no 
interest  to  the  assignee,  where  the 
contract  under  which  the  assign- 
ment wa^  executed,  was  never  con 
sunimated,  and  the  mortgage  never 
delivered  to  the  assignee.  Rose  v. 
Kimball,  185 

4  A  j>ai  ty  taking  by  assignment  from 
the  first  assignee,  with  constructive 
notice  of  prior  eq^uities,  will  stand 
in  no  better  position  than  his  as- 
signor, lb. 

5.  At  common  law  personal  estate  is 
the  primary  fund  for  the  payment 
of  debts,  and  the  heir-at-law  may 
call  upon  the  executor  to  exonerate 
the  land  by  discharging  the  mort- 
gage debt  out  of  the  personal  es- 
tate. The  devisee  stands  in  the 
same  po.sition  as  the  heir,  and  is 
entitled  to  the  same  equity.  Keene 
V.  Alufui,  398 


6.  But  the  mortgagee,  or  alienee,  of 
the  heir  or  devisee,  has  no  snch 
equity.  The  principle  is  adopted 
in  favor  of  the  neir  or  devisee  alone, 
and  not  in  favor  of  his  alienee.  lb. 

7.  Where  a  mortgagor  has  from  time 
to  time  aliened  certain  portions  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  that  por- 
tion not  aliened  will  be  first  sold 
to  satisfy  a  decree  of  forei^losure 
and  sale  ;  if  such  sale  do  not  bring 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  decree,  then 
the  parcel  last  aliened  will  be  sold, 
and  so  on  in  the  reverse  order  of 
the  conveyances,  until  the  decree 
is  satisfied.  lb. 
A  agreed  to  convey  to  B  a  tract  of 
land  for  $500.  B  applied  to  C  for 
a  loan  of  that  amount.  C  agreed 
to  loan  B  $550  upon  his  giving  a 
mortgage  upon  the  said  tract  for 
$850,  with  interest  at  seven  ]>er 
cent.  Upon  agreement  between 
the  parties,  A  execute<i  a  deed  to 
B  for  the  land  lor  the  nominal  con- 
sideration of  $850 ;  B  giving  A  a 
bond  and  mortgage  for  that  amount. 
A  a.«signed  the  mortgage  to  0  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  for 
^')50 ;  $50  in  cash  to  be  paid  to  B. 
Of  this  amount  nothing  was  actu- 
ally paid  to  B.  Upon  a  bill  to  fore- 
close, filed  by  C  to  recover  the 
nominal  consideration  of  $850. 
Held— 

,  The  transaction,  though  in  form  a 
sale  and  mortgage  for  $850.  in  re- 
al itv  was  a  sale  and  mortgage  for 
$.500. 

9.  The  mortgage  was  not  usurious.  It 
was  made  for  a  legitimate  purpose, 
though  for  a  larger  amount  than 
was  really  due.  There  being  no 
usury  in  the  inception  of  the  con- 
tract, no  subsequent  transawjtion 
can  render  it  usurious. 

10  The  complainants  are  entitled  to 
the  $500.  actually  advanced  by 
them  to  the  mortgagee.  The  ron- 
tract  by  which  they  claim  $350  be- 
yond that  amount  w^as  usurious, 
and  cannot  be  enforced.  Under 
such  circumstances,  the  mortgage 
will  be  deemed  a  security  lor  the 
amount  actually  advanced.  Walter 
V.  Lind,  445 

II.  If  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  per- 
mits the  mortgagor  to  take  the 
profits  of  the  mortgaged  premiss, 
the  mortgagee  will  be  charged,  in 
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favor  of  subsequent  encnmbriihcerB, 
with  all  the  profit*  he  might  have 
received.  So  if  the  mortgagee  re- 
fuses to  enter,  but  sutlers  the  mort- 
gagor to  take  the  profits  and  to 
protect  his  possepsion  by  means  of 
the  mortgage.     Demarest  v.  Berry, 

481 

12.  The  principle  upon  which  the 
court  act*  is,  that  if  the  mortgagee 
be  in  possession,  or  act  malajidc  in 
regard  to  subsequent  encumbran- 
cers, he  will  be  charged  not  only 
with  all  profits  received,  but  with 
all  which,  without  fraud  or  wilful 
default,  he  might  have  received 
from  the  mortgaged  premises.    lb. 

IH.  Where  the  mortgagee  is  not  in 
actual  possession  by  himself  or  his 
tenant,  and  has  received  no  part  of 
the  profits,  nor  used  his  mortgage 
to  interlV-re  with  the  claims  of  sub- 
sequent encumbrancers,  or  to  pro- 
tect tlie  possession  of  the  mortga- 
gor, he  is  not  chargeable  with  any 
part  of  the  profits.  lb, 

14.  The  general  rule  is,  that  where  a 

tart  of  the  mortgaged  premises  has 
een  aliened  by  the  mortgagor  and 
a  part  retained  by  him,  the  part 
retained,  jvs  between  the  mortgagor 
and  his  alienee,  is  primarily  charge- 
able with  the  debt.  Wcatherby  v. 
Slack,  491 

If).  The  real  question  in  such  cases 
must  always  be,  who,  in  equity,  is 
bound  to  pay  the  debt  ?  The  debt 
is  due  from  the  mortgagor  to  the 
encumbrancers,  and  his  portion  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  must  pri 
marily  bear  the  burden,  unless  it 
be  shown  that  it  has,  by  some 
means,  been  shifted  upon  the  por- 
tion of  the  alienees.  This  fact  it 
i<  incumbent  upon  the  mortgagor 
to  establish.  lb. 


See  Pleading.  1.  2. 
Practice,  05,  66 
Taxes,  11. 

Trust  and  Trustee,  3. 
Usury,  1. 


MULTIFARIOT'SNESS. 
See  Pleadiko,  13,  14.  31,  36. 


NE  EXEAT. 

The  court  will  not  grant  a  writ  of 
ne  exeat  against  the  husband,  or  an 
injunction  to  restrain  him  from 
alienating  his  property,  upon  the 
mere  apprehension  of  an  abandon- 
ment.    AmhuU  v.  Amhutz,       162 


NOTICE. 

See  Agreement,  11. 
Deed,  4,  5,  6. 
Practice,  51. 
Purchaser,  1,  2, 


NUISANCE. 
See  Injunction,  4,  5,  6. 

ORPHANS  COURT. 

See  Executors  AND  Administrators, 
8.  9,  10,  12. 
Jurisdiction,  4. 
Practice,  67,  83. 

PARTIES. 

See  Pleading.  1,  2,  3,  17,  18,  19,  28, 
29.  30.  43. 
Practice,  33,  87. 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  An  undue  concealment  of  a  fact  to 
the  prejudice  of  another,  which 
one  f>arty  is  bound  in  conscience 
and  duty  to  disclose  to  the  other, 
and  in  respect  to  which  he  cannot 
innocently  be  silent,  constitutes  a 
fraud  against  whicli  equity  will 
relieve.  NickoUon  v.  Janeway,  285 

2.  In  all  transactions  between  part- 
ners, and  all  parties  occupying  to- 
ward.s  each  other  a  fiduciary  char- 
acter, the  law  requires  the  utmost 
degree  of  good  faith.  lb. 

3.  If  a  partner  who  superintends  the 
business  and  accounts  of  the  con- 
cern, by  concealment  of  the  true 
state  of  the  accounts  and  business, 
purchases  the  share  of  another 
partner  for  an  inadequate  prico, 
the  purchaae  will  be  held  voia,  and 
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the  purchaser  compelled  to  account 
for  tne  real  value.  Ih. 

4.  Nor  does  it  affect  the  case  that  the 
alleged  concealment  is  charged  to 
have  been  practiced  by  one  part- 
ner only,  and  that  the  others  were 
ignorant  of  the  fact  concealed. 
The  principle  applies,  whether  the 
frauQ  was  perpetrated  by  the  party 
directly  interested,  or  by  an  agent. 
The  principal,  by  seeking  to  re- 
tain any  oenefit  resulting  from 
the  transaction,  becomes  particeps 
criminU.  however  innocent  of  the 
fraud  in  its  inception.  lb. 

5.  k  joint  execution  upon  a  judgment 
for  a  partnership  debt,  may  be  ex- 
ecutea  not  only  against  the  part- 
nership property,  but  against  the 
separate  estate  of  each  partner,  for 
each  is  answerable  for  the  whole, 
and  not  merely  for  his  proportion- 
ate part  of  the  debt.  Mandolph  v. 
Daly,  314 

6.  A  court  of  equity  will  protect  and 
enforce  the  legal  right  of  an  exe- 
ecution  creditor  at  law  to  levy 
upon  the  separate  property  of  each 
partner  of  a  firm.  lb 


PLEADING. 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  is  given  or  as 
signed  for  the  payment  of  a  debt 
due  to  two  or  more  jointly,  on  a 
bill  to  foreclose  filed  by  the  sur- 
viving obligee,  the  executor  of  a 
deceased  co  obligee  need  not  ne- 
cessarily be  joined  as  a  complain- 
ant.    J^rcemen  v.  Scojidd,  2S 

2.  Where  there  are  confiicting  claims 
between  the  parties  in  interest  in 
the  mortgage  debt,  the  surviving 
obligee  may  tile  the  bill  in  his  own 
name,  and  *  make  the  executor  of 
the  deceased  co-obligee  a  defend- 
ant, lb. 

3.  Whether  the  executor  of  a  deceased 
co-obligee  should  be  joined  witii 
the  surviving  obligee  as  complain- 
ant, or  be  made  a  party  defendant 
to  the  suit,  is  a  question  of  form, 
and  should  be  raised  upon  demur- 
rer. Jb. 

4.  Objections  to  pleadings  which  in- 
volve no  substantial  interest,  are 
not  allowed  upon  the  final  hear- 
ing, lb. 


5.  Wbsre  the  answer  alleges  general- 
ly, that  the  contract  upon  which 
tne  suit  is  brought  is  usurious, 
without  any  more  specific  allega- 
tion it  must  be  intended  that  Uie 
defence  is  that  the  contract  is  in 
violation  of  the  statutes  of  this 
state,  and  to  that  objection  alone 
the  defence  must  be  limited.  At- 
water  v.  Walker,  42 

6.  The  inquiry  when  the  cause  it 
heard  upon  a  plea,  is  substantially 
as  if  the  complainant  had  demur- 
red to  the  plea.  Davitons  ex'rs  v. 
Johnson,  112 

7.  If  the  complainant  deems  the  plea 
bad,  the  case  goes  to  hearing  upon 
the  plea;  if  good,  but  not  true,  he 
takes  issue  upon  it  and  proceeds  as 
in  case  of  an  answer.  lb. 

8.  The  subject  of  the  inquiry  is  not 
the  mere  technical  form  of  the  plea, 
but  the  sufficiency  of  its  averments 
to  sustain  the  defence ;  whether 
assuming  all  the  facts  properly  set 
out  in  the  plea  to  be  true,  it  pre- 
sents a  valid  defence.  Jb. 

9.  The  pendency  of  a  former  suit  be- 
ing pleaded  in  bar,  the  defendant 
may  state  the  pendency  and  object 
of  the  former  suit,  and  aver  that 
the  present  suit  was  brought  for 
the  same  matters  ;  or  he  may  omit 
the  averment  that  the  suits  are  for 
the  same  subject  matter,  provided 
he  state  facta  sufficient  to  snow  that 
they  are  so.  Jb. 

10.  A  complainant  cannot  compel  a 
demurrer  upon  the  facts  as  stated 
in  the  bill,  if  they  are  imperfectly 
or  inadequately  stated.  The  de- 
fendant must  be  at  liberty  to  plead 
the  facts  upon  which  he  relies  for 
his  defence,  in  such  form  and  with 
such  detail  as  to  raise  the  real 
question  which  he  desires  to  pre- 
sent. Jb. 

11.  An  award  constitutes  no  valid 
defence  to  an  action,  unless  it 
clearly  appear  that  the  subject 
matter  of  tne  suit  was  within  the 
award.  113 

12.  A  denial  by  the  answer  of  the 
existence  of  fraud,  will  not  avail 
to  disprove  it,  where  the  answer 
admits  facts  from  which  fraud  fol- 
lows as  a  natural  and  legal,  if  not 
a  necessary  and  unavoidable  con- 
cluMon.  Siiyre  v.  Fredericks,      2t;5 

13.  A  bill  filed  to  obtain  baliEfaciiua 
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of  a  judgment  at  law  is  not  demur- 
rable on  ihe  ground  of  multifari- 
ousness, because  it  seeks  to  remove 
fraudulent  conveyances  and  en- 
cumbrances, and  also  to  bring  with- 
in the  reach  of  the  judgment,  equit- 
able interests  which  are  not  the 
subjects  of  execution  at  law.  Way 
V.  Braqaw,  213 

14.  Where  the  case  made  by  the  bill 
Ls  so  entire,  that  it  cannot  be  pros- 
ecuted in  several  suits,  and  yet 
each  of  the  defendants  is  a  neccs- 
sary  party  to  some  part  of  the  case 
as  stated,' neither  of  the  defendants 
can  d«.rnur  lor  multifariousness  or 
for  a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  ac- 
tion, in  some  of  which  he  has  no 
interest.  lb. 

15.  Where  a  judgment  creditor  files 
a  bill  in  equity  to  obtain  aid  in  en- 
forcing the  payment  of  his  judg- 
ment at  law,  it  is  no  ground  of  de- 
murrer that  other  creditors,  not  in 
equal  degree,  are  not  made  parties 
to  the  bill.  lb. 

16.  A  plea  of  another  suit  depending 
for  the  ^ame  cause  in  bar  of  a  suit 
in  equity,  can  only  be  of  a  suit  de- 
pending in  the  same,  or  in  some 
other  court  of  equity.  214 

17.  Cestui  que  trusts  are  not,  it  seems, 
necessary  parties  to  suits  against 
trustees,  to  compel  the  specific  per- 
formance of  contracts,  except  where 
some  question  arises  touching  the 
power  of  the  trustees  to  execute 
the  contract,  or  their  authority  to 
act  under  it.  Vandorcn  v.  Robin- 
son, 2iM 

18.  But  whore  a  bill  in  equity  in 
volves  the  title  of  the  cestui  que 
trusts  to  the  property  in  dispute,  or 
where  they  are  interested,  not  only 
in  the  fund  or  estate  respecting 
which  the  question  at  issue  has 
arisen,  but  also  in  that  question  it- 
self, they  are  necessary  parties.  lb. 

19.  An  objection  for  want  of  proper 
parties  taken  at  the  hearing  will 
not  prevail,  unless  such  parties  are 
necessary  to  the  final  aetermina- 
tion  of  the  cause.  lb. 

20.  Where  the  cause  is  heard  upon 
bill  and  answer,  the  answer  must 
be  taken  as  conclusive  proof  of  the 
facts  which  it  sets  up  by  way  of 
defence.  But  intentions  and  mo- 
tives are  not  facts,  touching  which 


the  answer  is  conclusive.    Belford 
V.  Crane,  265 

21.  A  defendant  cannot  pray  an^- 
thin^  in  his  answer  but  to  be  dis- 
missed the  court.  If  he  has  any 
relief  to  pray,  or  discovery  to  seek 
against  the  complainant,  he  must 
do  so  by  cross-bill.  MUler  v.  (jm/- 
ory,  274 

22.  An  answer  to  a  bill  to  foreclose 
cannot  draw  in  question  the  fair- 
ness and  validity  of  asale,  the  pur- 
cha"<e  money  whereof  the  mortgage 
was  given  to  secure,  or  impeach 
the  contract  on  which  the  title  of 
the  mortgagor  is  founded.  These 
matters  car.  only  be  drawn  in  ques- 
tion by  cross- bill.  lb. 

23.  An  answer  to  a  bill  for  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  desertion,  which 
sets  up  as  a  defence  a  general  and 
vague  charge  of  cruelty  on  the  part 
of  the  husband,  without  si>ecifying 
any  act  of  cruelty,  or  making  any 
statement  from  which  it  can  be  dis- 
covered in  what  the  cruelty  con- 
sisted, is  radically  defective.  Moores 
v.  Moores,  275 

21.  The  dofandant  is  bound  to  state 
in  his  answer  all  the  circumstances 
of  which  he  intends  to  avail  him- 
self by  way  of  defence,  and  to  ap- 
prise the  complair  ant  in  a  clear  and 
unambiguous  manner,  of  the  na- 
ture of  the  case  he  intends  to  set 
np  lb, 

25.  Evidence  must  be  confined  to  the 
issue  made  by  the  pleadings,  and 
all  evidence  in  support  of  totally 
distinct  facts  from  those  relied 
upon  in  the  bill  or  answer,  is  irrel- 
evant, impertinent,  and  inadmis- 
sible, lb. 

20.  Under  general  allegations  partic- 
ular instances  may  be  proved,  but 
in  such  cases  the  general  charge 
must  be  of  such  precise  and  definite 
character^  as  to  a[)prise  the  adverse 
party  of  the  nature  of  the  evidence 
to  be  introduced.  lb. 

27.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  de- 
prive a  defendant  of  his  defence 
upon  a  mere  technicality  of  plead- 
ing, when  its  admission  atfects  pre- 
judicially no  right  of  the  complain- 
ant, lb. 

28.  Where  the  sole  design  of  the  bill 
is  to  have  the  individual  property 
of  one  partner,  alleged  to  nave 
been  fraudulently  conveyed  away 
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by  him,  applied  in  satisfaction  of  a 
judgment  against  the  firm,  another 
partner  from  whom  no  discovery  is 
80ug!it,  and  against  whom  no  relief 
is  prayed,  is  neither  a  necessary 
nor  a  proper  party.  Randolph  v. 
Daly,  313 

29.  A  wife  is  a  proper  party  to  a  bill 
filed  to  set  aside  conveyances  of  the 
husband's  property  made  to  her,  or 
in  which  she  has  joined,  and  which 
are  charged  to  have  been  volunta- 
ry and  fraudulent  as  against  crM 
itors  of  the  husband.  lb. 

30.  It  is  no  cause  of  demurrer  to  a 
bill  to  set  aside  fraudulent  convey- 
ances made  by  a  debtor,  that  a  de- 
fendant, to  whom  part  of  the  pro- 
perty has  been  conveyed,  has  no 
connection  with  other  fraudulent 
transactions  of  the  debtor.  If  the 
defendant  is  a  necessary  parly  to 
some  part  of  the  case  as  stated,  he 
cannot  object  that  he  has  no  inter- 
est in  other  transactions  constitut- 
ing a  i-ai  t  of  the  entire  case.      lb. 

31.  A  bill  liled  by  an  execution  cred- 
itor '\^  not  demurrable  for  multifa- 
riousnef^s  because  it  seeks  to  set 
a^ide  fraudulent  conveyances,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  reach  other 
pro[»eily  of  the  debtor,  which  is 
not  the  subject  of  execution  at  law, 
and  respecting  which  a  discovery 
is  praye<l.  314 

32.  The  transactions  charged,  being 
part'^  of  a  series  of  acts  all  tending 
to  defeat  the  plaintifl  's  remedy  at 
law.  may  properly  be  united  in  the 
same  t»ill.  lb 

33.  Certainty  to  a  common  intent  is 
.  all  tiiat  is  ordinarily  required   in 

pleadings  in  equity.  lb. 

34.  To  entitle  an  execution  creditor 
to  relief,  it  must  appear  by  the  bill 
that  he  btus  exhausted  his  remedy 
at  law,  and  that  the  aid  of  this 
court  is  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
obtain  satisfaction  of  his  judgment. 

lb. 

35.  Where  the  cause  is  heard  upon  bill 
and  answer,  the  allegations  of  the 
answer  are  to  be  taken  as  true. 
Reeds  exrs  v.  Reed,  248 

30.  A  bill  asking  an  injunction  to 
restrain  waste,  and  also  an  account 
for  rent  due,  is  demurrable  on  the 
ground  of  multifariousness.        lb. 

37.  A  general  allegation  in  a  bill  for 


divorce,  that  the  defendant  within 
a  specified  time  has  committed  adul- 
tery, is  insufficient.  Tlie  party  with 
whom  the  crime  IS  believed  to  have 
been  committed,  must  be  named: 
or  if  unknown,  an  averment  to  that 
efi'ect  is  necessary.  JIarth  v.  Manh, 

391 

38.  The  charge  must  be  so  full  and 
specific  that  the  f»arty  charged  may 
know  what  he  is  called  on  to  «n- 
swer.  It  should  state  the  time 
when,  the  place  where,  and  if 
known,  the  person  with  whom  the 
oti'ence  was  committed.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  Ptate  the  day,  but  the 
month  and  year  should  be  stated. 

16. 

39.  An  averment  that  the  st-atements 
contained  in  the  bill  are  made  upon 
information  and  belief,  constitutes 
no  ground  of  demurrer.  16. 

40.  A  nill  praying  a  discovery  from 
the  defendant,  whether  since  her 
marriage  she  has  not  committed 
adultery  with  any  person  whatever, 
and  with  whom,  and  at  what  time 
and  place,  and  under  what  circum- 
stances, is  demurrable.  The  rule 
is,  that  the  defendant  is  not  bound 
to  accuse  himself  of  a  crime,  or  to 
furnish  any  evidence  whatever 
whicli  shall  lead  to  an  accusation 
of  that  nature.  And  the  objection 
lies  to  a  particular  interrogatory, 
though  the  bill  be  in  other  respecu 
unexceptionable.  lb. 

•41.  Under  a  general  demurrer  Jor 
want  of  equity,  no  objection  for 
wantof/orm  can  properly  be  rai.sed. 
A  demurrer  must  express  the  seve- 
ral causes  of  demurrer.  392 

42.  Demurrer  overruled,  with  leave 
to  amend  by  stating  the  grounds 
of  demurrer  within  twenty  days, 
unless  the  complainant  within  that 
time  shall  amend  his  bill  in  the 
particulars  objected  to.  lb. 

43.  A  bill  is  not  demurrable  for  want 
of  proper  parties,  when  all  the  per- 
sons whose  rights  are  to  be  affected 
by  the  decree  are  joined.  Swtda- 
borough  Church  v.  Shivert,         4o3 
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PRACTICE. 

1.  It  is  no  defence  to  a  suit  brought 
by  a  wife  after  the  death  ot  ner 
husband,  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
made  to  her  jointly  with  her  nus- 
band  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife, 
that  the  bond  waw  given  to  the  hus- 
band alone,  and  to  his  heirs.  She 
is  the  surviving  mortgagee,  and  has 
a  clear  right  to  enforce  her  remedy 
under  the  mortgage.  Bur  lew  v. 
Hillman,  23 

2.  A  party  beneficially  interested  in  a 
crntract  may  maintain  a  suit  in 
equity  in  his  own  name  to  enforce 
such  right.s,  though  he  be  not  a 
party  to  the  instrument  creating 
them.  Ih. 

3.  Where  there  are  several  parties  in 
interest,  and  the  mortgagor  is  in 
doubt  as  to  the  rights  of  the  com- 

{•laiuant  under  a  hill  to  foreclose, 
le  is  entitled  to  have  the  question 
judicially  determined  lor  his  own 
security,  but  not  at  the  cost  of  the 
mortgagee.  lb. 

4.  The  general  rule  is  that  the  mort- 
gagee is  entitled  to  costs,  both  on 
bills  to  redeem  and  to  foreclose.  lb. 

5.  The  rule,  irrespective  of  the  statute, 
is  that  where  a  sole  plaintiff  or  de  : 
fendant  dies  before  decree,  the  suitl 
cannot  be  revived  at  the  instance 
of  the  defendant,  or  of  his  legal  I 
representative,  Benson  v.  Wolvcr  \ 
ton,  1 10 

6.  The  statute  has  not  altered  the 
practice,  except  by  providing  a 
more  expe<htious  mode  of  proceed- 
ing by  order,  instead  of  resorting 
to  a  bill  of  revivor.  lb. 

7.  No   costs   are   given,  either  under 
the  staiute,    or    by  practice    irre- 
speciive  of  the  statute,  if  the  com 
plainant,    or     his     representative, 
elect  not  to  proceed.  lb. 

8.  Where  a  sole  plaintiflf  or  defendant 
dies  after  the  final  argument,  but 
before  decree,  the  court  may  order 
the  decree  to  be  signed  as  of  a  date 
prior  to  the  death  of  the  party.  lb. 

9.  Where  a  sole  |»laintiff  or  defendant 
dies  after  decree,  either  party  may 
revive  the  suit.  lb. 

10.  The  judgme-nt  or  decree  of  a  court 
of  general  jurisdiction,  upon  a  sub- 
ject matter  within  its  jurisdiction, 
is   final   and  conclusive,  and  can 


never  be  questioned  in  a  collateral 
suit.     Young's  admr  v.  Bathbone, 

224 

11.  But  where  the  order  or  decree  is 
not  an  error  of  judgment,  but  an 
usurpation  of  power,  it  is  not  con- 
clusive, and  may  be  drawn  in  ques- 
tion in  a  collateral  proceeding.  225 

12.  The  court  will  not  grant  a  writ 
of  ne  exeat  against  the  husband,  or 
an  injunction  to  restrain  him  from 
alienating  his  property,  upon  the 
mere  apprehension  of  an  abandon- 
ment.    Anshutz  V.  Anshulz,       162 

13.  A  bill  will  not  lie  for  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  desertion,  wlierethe 
parties  are  living  apart  under  arti- 
cles of  separation,  or  by  mutual 
agreement,  and  where  the  party 
seeking  it  has  not  expressed  a  de- 
sire to  terminate  the  agreement. 
Moores  v.  Moores,  276 

14.  A  voluntary  agreement  between 
husband  and  wife  to  live  separate, 
constitutes  no  bar  to  an  action,  by 
either  of  the  parties,  for  a  restitu- 
tion of  marital  rights.  Nor  does 
it  operate  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as 
a  release  of  either  of  the  parties 
from  their  matrimonial  obligations. 

lb. 

15.  A  court  of  equity  has  th-j  power 
to  aid  a  judgment  creditor  to  reach 
the  property  of  his  debtor,  either 
by  removing  fraudulent  judgments 
or  conveyances  which  obstruct  the 
plaintifl's  remedy  under  the  judg- 
ment, or  by  aj)propriating  in  satis- 
faction thereof,  rights  or  equitable 
interests  of  the  defendant,  whicli 
are  not  the  subject  of  legal  execu- 
tion.    Bobert  v.  Hodqes,  299 

16.  If  a  creditor  seeks  the  aid  of  this 
court  against  the  real  estate  of  his 
debtor, lie  must  show  a  Jud/jment 
at  law  creating  a  lien  on  such  es- 
tate; if  he  seeks  aid  in  regard  to 
the  personal  estate,  he  must  show 
an  execution  giving  him  a  legal 
preference  or  hen  on  the  goods  and 
chattels.  lb. 

17.  To  reach  an  equitable  interest  of 
the  debtor,  the  creditor  must  first 
have  taken  out  execution  at  law, 
and  have  required  it  to  be  levied 
or  returned,  so  as  to  show  a  failure 
of  his  remedy  at  law.  Equity  will 
only  grant  its  aid  to  enforce  legal 
process,  when  it  appears  that  the 
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legal  remedy  of  the  complainant  is 
exhausted,  lb. 

18.  A  creditor  at  large,  or  before  jiidcf- 
ment  liaving  no  specific  lien  on  his 
debtors  prujterty,  is  not  entitled  to 
the  interference  of  equity,  by  in- 
junction, to  prevent  the  debtor 
from  disposing  of  his  property  in 
fraud  of  nis  creditor.  lb. 

19.  An  attachiiuj  creditor,  having  a 


fane  evidence  of  the  fact,  and  is 
Rutficient  to  ^ive  tlie  complainants 
a  standing  in  this  court,  Ran- 
dolph V.  Daly,  314 
28.  bpon  a  bill  filed  to  recover  the 
interest  of  a  legacy  only,  a  decree 
cannot  be  made  for  the  payment  of 
the  principal  which  has  fallen  due 
since  the  tiling  of  the  bill.  Jordan 
V.  Clark,  243 


lien  upon  the  property  of  his  debtor  29.  Such  decree  is  not  within  the  spe- 


by  authority  of  the  statute,  prior 
to  the  recovery  of  judgment,  is  en- 
tit  U-d  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  enforce  his  legal  right.  300 

20.  If  the  court,  vhere  judgment  is 
recovered,  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  ot'  the  defendant,  and  of  the 
sul)ject  matter  of  the  suit,  its  con- 
clusivenes.s  cannot  be  questioned  in 
the  forum  of  another  state  where 
it  is  sotight  to  be  enforced.  lb 

21.  The  filing  of  exceptions  to  an  an- 
swer, constitutes  no  toohnical  ob- 
jection to  the  dissolution  of  an  in- 
junction. The  r-ourt  will  look  into 
th«'rn  merely  to  {vscertain  whether 
they  rclati'  to  the  j)oints  of  the  bill 
upon  wliii'h  the  injunction  rests.  lb. 

22.  It  is  witliiu  the  power  ot  a  court 
of  ('(juity  to  conHolidate  actions, 
with  or  without  the  consent  of  the 
comj>lainaiit.s.  Burnham  v.Dallinq. 

3iu 

23.  The  order  for  consolidation  is  not 
of  right,  but  is  matter  ot  discre- 
tion, and  u})on  such  terms  as  the 
court  may  direct.  lb. 

24.  Where  a  guardian  has  failed  to 
arcoisMl  a>  ie<pured  by  law,  audi 
f-et.s  uji  a  prior  account  as  a  bar  toj 
accounting  in  tins  court,  and  a  de| 
cree  for  an  account  is  made,  the 
complainant  will  beallowei  cost- 
up  to  the  decree.  lb 

25.  A  party  in  interest  having  died 
since  the  argument,  and  before  the 
signing  ot  tlie  decree,  the  decree 
and  orders  in  the  cause  should  be 
signed  and  tiled  as  of  the  date  of 
the  argument.  lb. 

26.  An  order  for  that  purpose  is  ne- 
cessary, lb. 

27.  The  return  of  the  sheriti"  that  the 
defendants  are  not,  either  in  their 
partijershi|>  name  or  as  individuals, 
seized  or  [lossessed  of  any  estate, 
real  or  jiersonal,  which  could  be 
seiz(Kl  or  taken  by  virtue  of  the 
execution,  must  be  taken  as^  prima 


cial  prayer  for  relief,  and  could  not 
have  been  j^rayed  for  at  the  time 
of  filing  tne  bill  If  relief  is 
asked  to  which  the  complainant  is 
not  entitled,  the  bill  is  demurrable. 

lb 

30.  Under  the  general  praver  for  re- 
lief, the  relief  granted  mu.««t  be 
agreeable  to  the  case  made  by  the 
bill,  and  such  as  the  case  stated 
will  justify.  lb. 

31.  In  a  foreclosure  suit  if  the  mort- 
gage is  forfeited,  and  the  complain- 
ant entitled  to  a  decree  of  fore- 
closure at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  a  decree 
for  the  whole  amount  due  upon 
the  mortgage,  whether  it  becomes 
due  before  or  after  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  is  strictly  within  the  prayer 
for  relief,  and  such  as  the  case 
slated  will  justify.  Jh. 

V2.  When  the  title  oi  cestui  <jhc  tru^t* 
to  the  fund  in  (juestion  is  involved, 
no  decree  will  be  made  unless  they 
are  t»efore  tlie  court,  Ju(d's  ct'r* 
v.  ICrof,  248 

33.  Onlinal  hearing,  permission  given 
to  amend  by  consent,  by  adding 
n<Tessary  jtarties  within  ten  day«« 
an<l  before  signing  the  tlecree.    Ih. 

34.  (Jross  laches  and  long  delay  on 
the  part  of  the  complainant  in  a 
siniide  foreclosure  civse,  in  com- 
mencing and  prosecuting  his  suit, 
is  unjust  and  oppressive  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  is  a  strong  circum- 
stance against  the  justice  of  the 
complainant's  claim.  Shipman  v. 
Cook,  251 

35.  A  commission  under  which  a  par- 
ty has  been  found  an  habitual 
drunkard,  will  not  be  suj»erseded 
upon  a  healing  without  notice,  nor 
U[»on  ex  parte  affidavits,  even  with 
the  assent  of  the  guardian.  In  re 
Weis,  318 

36.  The  practice  in  proceetlings  to 
supersede  a  commission,  in  causes  of 
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habitual  drunkenness,  should  be 
substantially  the  same  as  in  cases 
of  lunacy.  lb. 

37.  The  truth  of  the  facts  alleged  in 
the  petition  may  be  examined 
either  in  open  court  or  before  a 
master.  Proceeding  by  reference 
to  a  ma.ster  adopted  as  the  most 
convenient,  safe,  and  expeditious 
course.  Ih. 

38.  In  an  application  for  alimony 
pendente  hie,  the  case  must  be  la- 
Ken  most  strongly  against  the  pe- 
titioner. The  burthen  of  prooi  is 
upon  her.    Walling  v.  Walling,  389 

39.  All  the  facts  upon  whicli  an  order 
for   alimony  is  founded,   must  be 


vent  the  legatee  from  receiving  his 
legacy  at  tne  end  of  a  year  from 
the  testator's  death,  and  he  is  not 
bound  to  give  security  for  repay- 
ment of  the  money  in  case  the 
event  should  happen.  Ih. 

45.  In  the  case  of  a  legatee  for  life, 
or  subject  to  a  limitation  over,  in 
order  to  justify  the  requisition  of 
security  from  the  first  legatee, 
there  must  be  danger  of  the  loss  of 
the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
first  taker.  Ih. 

46.  The  mere  fact  that  the  legatee  for 
life  is  9,  f erne  covert,  cannot  in  itsdf 
furnish  any  evidence  of  danger  of 

Ih. 


proved.*     The  order  must  not  rest '47.  A  bill  for  relief  on  the  ground  of 


upon   mere   presumption    or  con- 
jecture, lb. 

40.  Where  the  circumstances  upon 
which  a  proper  adjustment  of  ali- 
mony materially  depends,  do  not 
appear  in  the  petition,  a  reference 
to  a  master  will  be  ordered,  to  as- 
certain the  real  facts  of  the  case 

lb. 

41.  Under  the  special  circumstances 
of  this  case,  the  question  was  dis- 
posed of  upon  the  facts  stated  in 
the  petition,  without  a   reference. 

390 

42.  In  the  case  of  a  specific  bequest 
of  chattels  for  life,  and  a  limitation 
over   by   way    of    remainder,  the' 


danger  of  loss  of  a  legacy  for  life, 
subject  to  a  limitation  over  by  way 
of  remainder,  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
bill  quia  timet,  and  may  be  filed  as 
well  iigainst  the  executor  himself 
where  the  fund  is  in  his  hand,  as 
against  the  legatee  for  life,  where 
the  fund  is  in  his  hand.  lb. 

48.  An  objection  to  a  suit  that  the 
amount  involved  is  too  trivial  to 
justify  the  court  in  taking  cogni- 
zance of  it,  may  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  by  special  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  bill,  or  the  court  may  of 
its  own  motion  at  the  hearing,  or- 
der the  bill  to  be  dismissed.  Sweden- 
borough  Church  V.  Shiver«,         403 


legatee  in  remainder  is  no  longer  49.  If  a  suit   have   no   other  object 


entitled,  as  formerly,  to  call  upon 
the  tenant  for  life  for  security  that 
the  chattels  shall  be  forthcoming 
after  his  decease.  The  recognized j 
practice  of  the  court  now  is,  to 
require  an  inventory  to  be  signed' 
by  the  devisee  for  life,  and  to  be' 
deposited  with  the  master  for  the 
benefit  of  all  parties.  Howe's  ejc'rs 
V.  UliiU,  411 

43.  Personal  property  not  given  spe- 
cifically but  generally,  or  as  a  resi- 
due of  personal  estate,  must  be 
converted  into  monev ;  the  inter 
est  only  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  ten 
ant  for  life,  and  the  principal  re- 
served for  the  remainderman.  This 
rule  prevails,  unless  there  be  in  the 
will  an  indication  of  a  contrary 
intention.  lb. 

44.  Where  a  legacy  is  given  general- 
ly, subject  to  a  limitation  over 
upon  a  subsequent  event,  the  di- 
vesting contingency  will  not  pre- 
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than  the  mere  recovery  of  a  sum  of 
$1.75,  the  bill  will  be  dismi.'^.^ed ; 
but  if  it  seeks  to  establish  a  right 
of  a  permanent  and  valuable  na- 
ture, It  falls  within  the  recognized 
exceptions  to  the  general  j)rinci- 
ple,  and  the  court  will  maintain 
jun.««diction.  lb. 

50.  The  issuing  of  a  subpoena,  except 
in  cases  to  stay  waste,  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  is  irregular,  and 
if  promptly  brought  to  the  notice 
of  the  court,  the  subpoDua,  on  mo- 
tion for  that  purpose,  will  be  set 
aside  as  illegally  issued.  Crowell 
v.  Botsford,  458 

51.  Where  a  party  seeks  to  set  aside 
the  proceedings  of  his  adversary 
for  an  irregularity  which  is  merely 
technical,  he  must  make  his  appli- 
cation for  that  purpose  at  the  first 
opj  ortunity.  If  a  solicitor,  alter 
notice  of  an  irregularity,  takes  any 
step  in  the  cause,  or  lies  by  and 


590 


INDEX. 


guffere  hia  adversary  to  proceed 
therein  under  a  belief  that  nis  pro- 
ceedings are  regular,  the  court 
will  not  interfere  to  correct  the  ir- 
regularity, if  it  is  merely  techni- 
cal, lb. 

51  Tlie  statute  {Nix.  Dig.  97.  ?  6.)  is 
nieroly  directory  of  the  mode  of 
proceeding  The  time  or  form  in 
which  the  thing  is  directed  to  be 
done,  is  not  essential.  The  pro 
ceedings  in  such  cases  are  valid, 
though  the  command  of  the  statute 
is  disregarded  or  disobeyed.        lb. 

53.  The  issue  of  the  subpoena  before 
bill  filed,  is  a  purely  technical  ir- 
H'gularity,  and  is  waived  by  an 
appearance.  459 

51.  Tlie  tiling  of  exceptions  to  the  an- 
sw<«r  constitutes  no  objection  to  the 
dissolution  of  an  injunction,  if  the 
equity  of  the  bill  upon  which  the 
injunction  rests  has  been  fully  an- 
swered.    McGu  v.  Smith,  403 

55.  A  party  who  comes  into  a  court 
of  equity  for  relief  against  a  judg- 
ment or  other  security,  on  the 
ground  of  usury,  will  only  be  re- 
lieved upon  paying  what  is  really 
due  upon  such  security.  Giveans  v. 
AfrAfurtry,  468 

5<».  Where  a  party,  as  security  for; 
money  loaned,  has  taken  an  as}<ign  1 
ment  of  a  pre-existing  judgment 
against  the  borrower,  and,  a.s  a  fur-i 
thor  f^ecurity  for  the  same  debt,  has 
also  taken  a  bond  and  mortgage  ; 
a  decree  of  this  court  declaring  the 
bond  and  mortgage  usurious  and 
void,  will  not  avail  the  debtor  in 
a  hill  for  relief  to  have  the  judg- 
ment declared  satisfied  of  record. i 
the  assignment  being  untainted 
with  usury.  lb. 

57.  Tlie  evidence  of  a  co-defendant  is 
not  rendered  incompetent  by  the 
ia,ci  that  no  order  was  made  for  his 
examination.  Since  the  act  of 
1859,  {Nix.  Dig.  928,  J  34.)  remov- 
ing the  disqualification  of  interest 
in  a  witness,  as  a  party  or  other- 
wise, no  order  for  his  examination 
is  necessary.  lb. 

58.  Nor  is  it  any  objection  to  the 
competency  of  a  co-defendant  to 
testify,  that  he  has  not  answered 
the  bill,  but  has  suffered  a  decree 
pro  confcsso  against  him.  The  com- 
plainant may,  at  his  discretion,  re- 
quire him  to  answer.    Bat  if  he 


do  not,  the  defendant,  by  failing  to 
answer,  cannot  deprive  his  co-de- 
fendant of  his  testimony,  or  dis- 
qualify himself  as  a  witnese  in  the 
cause.  76. 

59.  Upon  a  bill  for  an  account,  the 
only  material  evidence  upon  the 
original  bearing,  is  that  which  con- 
duces to  prove  the  complainant's 
right  to  an  account.  The  ordinary 
decree  is  that  an  account  shall  be 
taken.  Evidence  as  to  the  par- 
ticular items  of  the  account  is  ir- 
relevant, and,  in  strictness,  innd- 
missible  at  this  stage  of  the  cau^e. 
Hudson  V.  Trenton  Locomotive  and 
Machine  Manufacturing  Gj.,      475 

60.  As  a  general  rule,  the  court  will 
not.  at  the  original  hearing,  exam- 
ine or  decide  whether  particular 
items  of  the  account  shall  or  shall 
not  be  allowed.  476 

61.  The  court  must,  it  would  s«-em, 
settle  the  construction  and  effect  of 
agreements  between  the  parties,  by 
which  their  mutual  dealings  were 
regulated,  and  by  which,  conse- 
quently, the  account  must  be  con- 
trolled, lb. 

62.  The  court  will  give  special  direc- 
tions to  the  master  as  to  the  man- 
ner of  taking  the  account,  and  the 
principles  by  which  he  should  he 
governed  in  taking  it.  lb. 

63.  The  decree  must  direct  to  what 
matters  the  account  shall  extend, 
and  in  decreeing  a  general  account, 
s|>ecial  directions  will  be  rendered 
proper  and  neces.'^ary  by  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  of   the  ci^e. 

Ih. 

64.  Where  the  evidence  has  been  taken 
on  both  sides  before  the  hearing, 
without  objection,  it  may  be  used 
by  the  court,  so  far  as  may  be  ne- 
cessary, in  giving  directions.      Ih. 

65.  A  suit  for  foreclosure  upon  each 
of  two  mortgages  covering  the 
same  premises,  both  of  which  were 
in  the  hands  of  the  complainant 
when  the  first  bill  was  filed,  is  un- 
necessary and  oppressive,  and  costs 
will  be  allowea  but  in  one  suit. 
Demarest  v.  Berry,  481 

66.  But  where  the  second  bill  was 
rendered  necessary  by  the  fact 
fdiscovered  after  the  oling  of  the 
nrst)  that  the  mortgage,  apon  which 
the  first  bill  waii  filed,  covered  a 
part  only  of  the  premises  included 
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in  the  other  mortgage,  proceedings 
in  the  first  suit  will  be  stayed,  and 
the  second  suit  alone  proceed  to 
decree.  lb. 

67.  Wht-re  the  notice  requiring  credi- 
tors to  present  their  claims,  has 
been  given  in  pursuance  of  an  or- 
der of  the  Orphans  Court,  under' 
section  3d  of  tlie  "act  concerning 
the  estates  of  persons  who  die  in- 
solvent," {Nix.  Dig.  386.)  the  cre- 
ditor cannot  be  admitted  to  a  divi- 
dend of  the  estate,  unless  his  claim 
has  been  presented  xindcr  oath, 
within  the  time  limited  by  the  or- 
der.    Oould  V.  Tinglcy,  501 

08.  Nor  does  it  obviate  the  necessity 
of  presenting  the  claim  under  oath, 
that  the  order  an<l  notice  requiring 
claims  to  be  exhibited,  were  made 
by  the  surrogate  under  section  22d. 
of  the  act  of  1865.   (Nix.  Dig.  58U.) 

lb. 

H^.  The  act  of  1855,  on  proceeding 
under  a  rule  to  bar  creditors,  hav- 
ing required  the  claim  of  the  cre- 
ditor to  be  made  under  oath,  dis 
pen«ed  with  the  necessity  of  a  sec- 
ond presentment  of  the  same  claim 
under  proceedings  to  declare  the 
estate  insolvent.  lb 

70.  Ti»e  requirements  of  both  acts  are 
impcrqitve,  not  directory  merely. 76. 

71.  The  question  involving  the  con- 
struction of  a  recent  statute,  the 
decree  is  made  withoutcosts  against j 
the  appellant.  Jb.\ 

72.  Eviaeuce  taken  under  an  order  of 
the  Prerogative  Court  to  be  used 
upon  the  hearing  of  an  appeal,  is 
competent.    iS<ij/re'i<  admr  v.  Say  re. 

505 

73.  It  is  no  valid  objection  to  a  de- 
cree of  distribution,  that  it  is  made 
in  favor  of  parties  who  are  not  ap- 
plicants therefor,  and  whose  shares 
nave  been  satisfied  or  released.  50<) 

74.  The  decree  of  distribution  is  final 
and  conclusive  between  the  ad- 
ministrator and  the  distributees. 
as  to  the  amount  of  each  share,  and 
the  y)arty  entitled  to  receive  it.  It 
is  an  effectual  protection  to  the  ad- 
ministrator, against  all  claims  for 
moneys  paid  pursuant  thereto, 
though  it  should  prove  that  the  de- 
cree was  erroneous,  and  the  money 
paid  to  a  party  not  entitled.      lb, 

75.  The  remedy  by  a  party  deprived 


of  his  rights  by  the  decree,  is  not 
against  the  administrator,  Ijut 
against  the  distributees  who  liave 
wrongfully  received  the  estate.  1  n 
their  favor,  as  against  the  rightful 
claimant,  the  decree  does  not  ope- 
rate, lb. 

76.  It  is  no  part  of  the  office  of  a 
decree  of  distribution,  to  settle 
whether  the  share  has  been  paid, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  or  whether  the 
legal  or  equitable  interest  in  the 
fund  may  have  been  assigned.  It« 
office  is  simply  declaratory  of  the 
rights  of  the  legal  re})resentatives 
or  next  of  kiu  in  the  estate  of  the 
intestate.  lb. 

77.  The  question,  whether  an  admin- 
istrator has  actually  paid  a  claim 
under  the  order  of  distribution  or 
not,  can  only  be  properly  tried  by 
suit.  lb. 

78.  But  no  action  can  be  brought  by 
the  claimant,  until  the  decree  of 
distribution  is  ma<le.  The  decree, 
it  would  seem,  must  of  necessity 
be  made,  in  order  that  the  right 
may  be  properly  tried  and  decided. 

lb. 

79.  The  decree  upon  the  final  settle- 
ment and  allowance  of  adminis- 
trator's accounts,  is  final  and  con- 
clusive upon  all  parties  interested. 
It  ascertains  and  declares  the  net 
balance  in  the  administrator's 
hands,  and  the  sum  for  which  he 
must  accountto  the  distributees.  lb. 

80.  The  order  for  distribution  may  be 
ma<le  at  the  instance  of  the  admin- 
istrator, or  of  any  one  of  the  dis- 
tributees. If  made  at  the  time  of 
the  settlement,  no  further  notice  is 
necessary.  lb. 

81.  A  separate  decree  cannot  be  made 
at  the  instance  of  each  of  the  claim- 
ants. //>. 

82.  One  decree  only,  can  protect  the 
administrator.  lb. 

83.  The  design  of  the  act  of  185^1, 
(Nix.  Dig.o^JO,  $  3.)  supplementary 
to  the  Orphans  Court  act,  was,  that 
notice  should  be  given  to  the  ward, 
of  an  int^ended  settlement  by  his 
guardian.  No  notice  to,  or  appear- 
ance by  the  guardian,  can  be  a 
waiver  of  the  notice  prescribed  by 
the  act.     Culver  v.  Brown,         533 

84.  Fifteen  per  cent  commissions  hav- 
ing been  allowed  by  the  Orphans 
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Court,  the  law  authorizing  butl 
seven  per  cent.,  the  decree  musi  be 
corrected.  Ih. 

Hf).  Tlie  well  pettled  rule  in  equity  is, 
that  if  the  lender  comes  into  court 
peeking  to  enforce  a  usurious  con- 
tract, equity  will  repudiate  the 
contract.  But  if  the  borrower 
seeks  relief  against  the  usurious 
contract,  the  only  terms  upon  which 
tlie  court  will  interfere,  are  that  he 
shall  pay  what  is  really  and  bona 
fide  due.     lludnit  v.  J\'a«A,         550 

8f5.  A  bill  for  foreclosure  by  a  second 
mortgagee,  making  the  first  mort- 
gagee a  defendant,  as  against  such 
nrnt  mortgagee,  is,  in  etl^ect,  a  bill 
to  redeem,  not  to  foreclose.         lb. 

87  The  first  mortgagee  is  not  a  neces- 
sary nor  a  proper  party  to  a  bill 
by  a  subsequent  mortgagee,  if  the 
sole  design  of  the  suit  is  a  foreclo- 
sure of  the  equity  of  redemption 
Technically,  all  that  can  be  asked 
in  such  ca.*<e  is.  that  the  complain- 
ant be  permitted  to  redeem  the 
prior  encumbrance.  lb. 

88.  Where,  as  in  our  practice,  prior 
encumbrancers  are  permitted  to  be 
made  parties  io  a  bill  for  foreclo- 
sure and  sale  of  mortgaged  pre- 
mises, if  the  first  mortgagee,  de- 
fendant in  such  bill,  comes  in  with 
his  mortgage,  he  simply  assents  to 
the  relief  prayed  for  by  the  com- 
plainant, lb. 

89.  As  against  the  first  mortgagee,  the 
relief  r»rayed  for  will  not  be  grant- 
ed, unless  by  his  consent,  or  upon 
payment  of  the  amount  actually 
due  u[)on  his  mortgage.  lb. 

90.  Where,  to  a  hill  for  foreclosure, 
the  answer  of  the  owners  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  raises  the 
defence  of  usury  to  the  mortgage 
of  a  co-defendant,  such  answer  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  cross-bill,  seek- 
ing relief  against  the  usurious 
mortgage.  lb. 

91.  Ufton  a  bill  filed  by  a  second 
mortgagee  for  foreclosure,  and  seek- 
ing to  avoid  the  first  mortgage  as 
usurious,  no  decree  will  be  made 
declaring  the  usurious  mortgage  a 
valid  encumbrance  for  the  amount 
actually  advanced,  unless  by  the 
consent,  express  or  implied,  of  the 
owners  of  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, to  the  proceedings.  551 


92.  But  if  the  parties  interested  in 
the  equity  of  redemption,  concur 
in  the  prayer  of  the  bill  by  resist- 
ing the  usurious  mortgage,  and  the 
cause  is  brought  to  fonal  hearing 
upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs,  a 
decree  pronouncing  the  mortgage 
usurious,  and  declaring  it  an  en- 
cumbrance only  for  the  amount 
actually  advanced,  will  not  be  re- 
versed at  the  instance  of  the  owner 
of  the  equity  of  redemption.     Ih. 


PRAYER. 

See  Pleading,  21. 

Practice,  29,  30,  31. 


PREROGATIVE  COURT. 

See  JuRisDicTioH,  3. 
Practice,  72. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  Where  a  party  negotiates  with  an- 
other's agi  nt  for  tlie  loan  of  a  sum 
of  money,  and  delivers  to  the  agent 
a  bond  and  mortgage  duly  executed 
to  the  principal,  but  the  whole 
amount  of  money  is  not  paid  over 
to  the  mortgagor  by  the  agent :  in 
such  case,  if  the  principal  settle 
with  the  administrator  of  his  agent, 
and  accepts  the  securities  as  evi- 
dence of  so  much  money  advanced 
by  the  agent,  and  allows  the  amount 
in  the  settlement  of  the  account, 
the  mortgagor  is  estopped,  as 
against  the  principal,  from  denying 
that  he  received  the  money.  Kirk- 
patrick  v.  Winant,  407 

2.  If  the  money  were  not  paid  over 
by  the  agent  to  the  mortgagor,  and 
he  designed  to  look  to  the  mort- 
gagee, he  should  have  given  notice 
of  such  intention.  By  failing  to 
do  so,  and  permitting  the  settlement 
to  be  made,  he  is  estopped  from 
making  any  claim  against  the  mort- 
gagee. 408 

3.  The  principal  is  not  liable  for  the 
unauthorized  or  wrongful  act  of 
his  agent  in  withholding  a  part  of 
the  money,  or  in  giving  his  own 
notes  payable  at  a  future  day,  in 
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lien  of  the  money  of  the  principal 
in  his  hands.  The  remedy  is  against 
the  agent0Dly.  lb. 

See  PART5EK8HIP,  4. 

Usury,  3. 


PURCHASER. 

1.  Equity  will  protect  the  title  of  a 
bona  fide  pnrcnaser  for  value,  with- 
out notice  of  fraud,  though  he  pur- 
cha.«o  from  a  person  with  notice. 
Smith  V.  Vreeland,  198 

2.  A  purchaser  with  actual  or  con- 
structive notice  of  fraud,  though  he 
|»av  a  valuable  conpideration,  takes 
title  subject  to  all  the  equities  to 
which  it  was  liable  in  the  hands  of 
the  vendor.  In  such  case  he  will 
not  be  permitted  to  protect  himself 
against  such  claims,  but  his  own 
title  will  be  postponed  and  made 
subservient  to  them.  lb. 

3.  A  purchaser  is  presumed  to  have 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts  di>'closed 
by  the  deeds  und  sr  which  he  claims 
title.  199 

4.  A  f»urcha8er  cannot  claim  to  be  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice, 
where  the  facts  patent  upon  the 
face  of  his  title  and  under  his  im- 
mediate observation,  are  suflBcient 
to  put  him  upon  inquiry.  lb. 

5.  Where  a  party  has  proceeded  to  a 
sale  under  his  execution  at  law,  and 
become  himself  the  purchaser  of 
the  property  for  a  very  inadequate 
consideration,  the  court  will  not 
set  aside  the  prior  conveyances,  and 
perfect  the  title  under  the  execu 
tion.  to  tlie  prejudice  of  other  judg- 
m^-nt  creditors.  All  that  the  com- 
plainant can  ask  in  eauity  is  the 
payment  of  his  debt.  If  liis  legal 
right*  are  more  extensive,  they 
must  be  enforced  at  law.  lb. 

6.  A  court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretion,  will  not  compel  a 
purchaser  to  accept  a  title  depend- 
ing upon  an  illegal  and  invalid 
sale,  while  it  remains  open  to  re- 
view, although  the  judgment  unre- 
versed might  be  conclusive  upon 
the  j»arty'8  rights.  Young's  adm'r 
v.  Eathbone,  225 

7.  Where  the  covenantee,  in  a  con- 
tract for  the  conveyance  of  land 
permits  a  piuvhaser  to  acquire  ti- 
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tie,  take  possession  of  the  premises, 
and  pay  the  purchase  money  with- 
out an  intimation  of  his  claim  un- 
der the  covenant,  or  of  his  willing- 
ness to  accept  the  title,  he  has  no 
claim  to  relief  in  equity.  Van  Do- 
ren  v.  Robinson,  2">7 

8.  The  title  of  a  purchaser  under  a 
sheritTs  sale,  is  co-extensive  with 
the  description  contained  in  the 
mortgage,  the  bill  to  foreclose,  and 
the  writ  of  fi^ri  facias  under  which 
the  sale  was  made.  McOec  v.  Smith , 

402 

9.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  decree 
should  describe  the  premises  pre- 
cisely -,  it  is  usual  to  designate  them 
in  the  decree  by  reference  to  the 
bilL  Ih. 

10.  A  party  to  a  foreclosure  suit  is 
bound  by  the  decree,  and  cannot 
contest  the  title  of  the  purchaser 
under  it,  while  the  decree  and  the 
sale  and  conveyance  remain  in  force. 

lb. 

11.  Where  a  defendant  has  filed  an 
answer  to  a  bill  to  forclose,  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  sheritf's  sale  under  the 
decree,  is  presumed  to  have  pur- 
chased upon  the  faith  of  that  an- 
swer, and  in  reliance  upon  the 
truth  of  its  statements.  Such  de- 
fendant is  estopped  from  denying 
the  truth  of  the  answer,  to  thepro- 
judiee  of  the  purchaser's  title.  403 

See  Agreement,  6,  12. 
Sale  of  Land.  8. 


RENT. 

8u  JURISDICTIOH,  5. 

Pleading,  36. 


REVIVOR. 
Se^  Practice,  5,  9. 


SALE  OF  LAND. 

I.  A  sale  by  auditors  in  attachment 
of  several  tracts  of  land,  that 
might  conveniently  and  reasona- 
bly have  been  sold  separately,  and 
where  a  sale  of  part  would  have 
been  suffir*iont  to  satisfy  the  debts 
of  the  plaintiff  and  the  applying 
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creditors,  is  a  clear  breach  of  trast, 
and  will  be  f^et  aside  as  void.  John- 
son V.  Oarrett,  31 

2.  A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  land,  sub- 
ject to  the  hen  of  an  attachment, 
is  entitled  to  relief  against  an  il- 
legal or  inequitable  sale  by  the  au- 
ditors, lb. 

3.  Where  a  judicial  sale  is  set  aside 
on  the  ground  of  gross  negligence 
or  abuse  of  trust,  the  oflScer  mak- 
ing such  sale,  as  well  as  the  pur- 
chaser acting  in  collusion  with 
him,  will  be  condemned  in  cost". 
But  where  there  is  no  charge  of 
actual  fraud  or  collusion,  neither 
the  oflScer  nor  purchaser  will  be 
condemned  in  costs.  lb. 

Land  owned  by  two  tenants  in  com- 
mon was  ordered  to  be  sold  by  com- 
missioners appointed  to  make  par- 
tion  thereof.  At  the  first  sale  the 
land  was  struck  off  to  one  of  the 
tenants  in  common,  who  refused  to 
accept  the  deed  or  pay  the  purchase 
money.  The  premises  were  there- 
upon again  expo.sed  to  sale,  and 
struck  ofl  for  a  less  sum.  By  the 
terms  of  the  first  sale,  if  the  pur- 
chaser refused  to  comply  with  the 
conditions,  tlie  property  w^as  to  be 
resold,  and  the  purchaser  held  lia- 
ble for  the  loss.  The  deficiency 
on  the  second  sale  was  $1200.  On 
tlie  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale,  the  co-tenant  claimed, 
a.L'ainst  the  purchaser  at  the  first 
sale,  an  allowance  for  the  loss  sus 
tuined  by  rea.««on  of  his  non-com 
pliance  with  the  conditions.  The 
claim  being  disputed,  and  an  order 
oi  di.<%tribution  having  beea  made, 
the  commissioners  refused  to  pay 
over  the  money  in  compliance  with 
the  terms  of  the  order,  and  tiled  a 
bill  of  interpleader,  asking  to  have 
the  ri^ht  determined.  There  was 
bome  dispute  a.s  to  the  terms  of  the 
order  for  distribution.     Held — 

4.  The  only  legal  evidence  of  the 
terms  of  the  order  of  the  court,  is 
the  record  or  a  duly  certified  copy 
thereof.  Evidence  of  what  passed 
at  the  time  of  making  it,  or  of  the 
precise  terms  of  the  order  itself  as 
directed  by  the  court,  is  incompe- 
tent. 

•'  The  deficiency  incurred  by  a  resale 
ol  the  property,  can  only  be  re- 
coveretf  by  an  action   brought  by 


the  commissioners,  and  when  re- 
covered, be  distrihutdd  by  order  of 
the  court,  as  part  OF  tne  money 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  land. 

6.  The  deficiency  can  constitute  no 
legal  set-off  against  the  claims  of 
the  defaulting  co-tenant  for  his 
share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
under  the  order  for  distribution. 

7.  The  case  furnishes  no  ground  for  a 
bill  of  interpleader  by  the  commis- 
sioners.    Mxchener  v.  lAoyd,        3S 

8.  If  the  sale  is  by  the  acre,  and  the 
statement  of  the  number  of  acres 
is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
the  purchaser,  in  case  of  a  defi- 
ciency, is  entitled  in  equity  to  a 
corresponding,  deduction  from  the 
price.     Weart  v.  Rose,  29<.» 

9.  where  the  difference  between  the 
actual  and  estimated  quantity  of 
acres  of  land  sold  in  tne  groi^s.  is 
so  great  as  to  warrant  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  parties  would  not  have 
contracted  nad  the  truth  been 
known,  in  such  case  the  party  in- 
jured is  entitled  to  relief  in  CKjuiiv 
on  the  ground  of  ffross  mutakc.  ih. 


SET  OFF. 
See  Sale  of  Laxd,  6. 

SHERIFF'S  SALE. 

1.  Whether  the  execution  commands 
the  sheriff  to  sell  $o  much  of  the 
premises  as  may  be  necessary  to 
satisfy  the  decree,  or  to  rai.se  the 
turn  required  out  of  the  premises, 
the  dui}'  imposed  upon  him,  as  to 
the  quantity  of  land  to  be  sold,  is 
the  same. '  His  duty,  in  either 
event,  is  to  sell  only  to  much  of  the 
j>remises  as  may  be  necessary  to 
satisty  the  requirements  of  the  ex- 
ecution, provided  such  portion  can 
be  conveniently  and  reasonably 
detached  from  the  residue  of  the 
property.    Vaiuiuyne  v.  Vanduyne, 

93 

2.  A  mere  error  of  judgment,  or  mis- 
taken exercise  of  discretion,  by  the 
sheriff,  in  the  absence  of  iraud  or 
unfairness  in  the  sale,  affords  no 
ground  for  the  interference  of  the 
court.  lb, 

3.  A  judicial  sale  will  not  be  inter- 
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fered  with,  when  the  party  seek- 1 
ing  relief  ha^  been  guilty  of  lachesl 
in  the  pursuit  of  bis  remedy.     lb. 

4.  Motion  denied  without  costs,  the 
applicant  acting  in  behalf  of  mi 
nors.  lb. 

5.  Qross  inadequacy  of  price  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  mistake,  illegal- 
ity, or  surprise,  is  not  sufficient  to 
set  aside  a  sheriffs  sale  and  con 
veyance  under  an  execution  at 
law.     Smith  v.  Duncan,  240 

6.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  afford 
relief  where  tne  complainant  has 
been  guilty  of  grv6i  laches,  or  where 
the  injury  was  caused  by  his  own 
iiiexcunahle  negligence  and  inaUen- 
tion  to  his  interests.  lb. 

7.  A  sheriff's  sale  and  conveyance 
will  not  be  set  aside  where  the  pro- 
perty has  been  resold  to  a  third 
party  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
without  notice  of  the  complain- 
ant's equity.  Where  the  equities 
are  equal,  the  court  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  party  holding  tlie 
legal  title,  either  for  discovery  or 
relief.  lb. 

S.  The  legal  title  to  land  is  not  affect- 
ed by  a  sheriff^s  deed,  where,  at  the 
time  of  the  levy  and  sale,  the  title 
was  not  in  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion.    Bel  ford  v.  Crane,  205 

9.  The  well  settled  doctrine  of  the 
court  of  equity  is,  that  mere  inad- 
equacy of  price  affords  no  ground 
ot  relief,  either  against  a  private 
contract  or  a  judicial  sale.  Cum- 
mins V.  Little,  48 

10.  But  inadequacy  of  price  may  be 
so  gro.«»s  and  uncon.«cionable  as  to 
shock  the  conscience,  and,  in  the 
caseofaprivate  contract,  to  amount 
to  conclusive  and  decisive  evidence 
of  fraud  ;  or,  in  the  case  of  a  judi- 
cial sale,  to  constructive  fraud  and 
abuse  of  trust.  lb, 

11.  That  is  a  public  and  a  proper 
place  for  setting  up  advertisemenb*. 
contemplated  by  the  act  regulating 
sales  of  real  estate,  which  is  likely 
to  give  information  to  those  inter 
eeted,  and  who  may  probably  be- 
come bidders  at  the  sale.  lb. 

12.  The  sheriff  is  bound  to  conduct 
the  sale  so  as  to  protect  tlie  rights 
and  promote  the  interestfl  of  all 
parties  in  interest,  and  to  this  end 
to  secure,  as  far  as  practicable,  the 


most  general  diffusion  of  the  no- 
tice of  sale.  Jb. 

13.  The  true  test  of  a  proper  exer- 
cise of  discretion  by  the  sheriff  in 
setting  up  notices  is,  whether  he 
has  set  them  up  as  a  discreet  man, 
desirous  of  effecting  a  sale  of  his 
property  to  the  greatest  advantage, 
would  nave  done.  Jb. 

14.  If  a  sheriff  abuses,  to  the  detri- 
ment of  subsequent  encumbran- 
cers or  of  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion, the  discretion  vested  in  him 
by  law  to  make  sale  under  execu- 
tion, a  court  of  equity  will  grant 
relief,  although  there  has  been  a 
formal  compliance  in  the  conduct 
of  the  sale  with  all  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute.  49 

15.  It  is  not  necessary  that  there 
should  be  actual  fraud,  committed 
or  meditated.  The  abuse  of  discre- 
tion in  the  execution  oi  the  trust 
is  a  constructive  fraud,  against 
which  equity  will  relieve.  lb. 

10.  Where  a  sale  by  a  public  officer  is 
conducted  in  violation  of  the  spirit 
and  policy  of  the  law,  and  so  as 
in  fact  to  defeat  the  just  claims  of 
encumbiancers,  or  creaily  to  pre- 
judice the  rights  ot  the  defendant 
in  execution.' the  sale  will  beset 
aside,  tliough  the  formal  require- 
ments of  the  statute  have  been 
complie<i  with.  lb. 


SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Tlie  enforcement  of  the  specific  per- 
fonnance  of  a  contract  is  an  exer- 
cise of  the  extraordinary  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  resting  in  sound 
discretion.    Oariss  v.  Gariss,         79 

2.  Sj)ecitic  performance  will  not  be 
decreed,  where  the  party  seeking 
it  has  been  guilty  of  laches,  or  neg- 
ligent in  his  application.  lb. 

3.  Where  a  contract  is  certain  and 
fair  in  all  its  parts,  and  for  an  ad- 
equate consideration,  and  the  party 
seeking  its  enforcement  has  held 
himself  ready  to  perform  it  ac- 
cording to  its  terms,  without  de- 
fault on  his  part,  and  hsu<«  been 
prompt  in  his  aj)plication  for  relief, 
a  court  of  equity  will  decree  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  contract, 
as  a  matter  of  course.  Hopper  v. 
Bopper,  147 
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4.  It  constitutes  no  objection  to  a  de- 
cree for  specific  performance,  that 
the  application  is  made  to  enforce 
the  'payment  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  not  to  compel  a  delivery  of  the 
title.  Ih. 

5.  The  doctrine  is  well  established 
that  the  remedy  is  mutual,  and 
that  the  vendor  may  maintain  his 
bill  in  all  cases  where  the  pur- 
chaser could  sue  for  a  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement.        lb. 

6.  Mere  pecuniary  inability  to  fulfil 
an  engagement  does  not  discharge 
the  obligation  of  the  contract,  nor 
does  it  constitute  any  defence  to  a 
decree  for  specific  performance.  lb. 

7.  Where  the  contract  is  not  capable 
of  being  performed  by  reason  of 
some  difficulty  inherent  in  the  sub 
ject  matter  of  the  contract,  a  spe- 
cific performance  will  not  be  de- 
creed, lb. 

8.  Specific  performance  is  relief  which 
eouity  will  not  give  unless  in  cases 
wnere  the  parties  seeking  it,  come 
as  promptly  as  the  nature  of  the 
case  will  permit.  Van  Doren  v. 
Hobinson,  257 

9.  A  party,  who  seeks  the  specific  per 
formance  of  a  contract,  must  snow 
that  he  has  performed,  or  been 
ready  and  willing  to  perform,  all 
the  essential  terms  of  tne  contract. 
Thorp  V.  Pettit,  488 

10.  The  answer  of  the  defendant  be- 
ing directly  responsive  to  the  alle- 
gations of  the  Mil,  and  a  full  de- 
nial of  its  equity,  injunction  dis- 
solved, lb. 

See  Agreement,  4  to  10. 


STATUTES. 

It  is  an  established  rule  in  the  ex- 
position of  statutes,  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  is  to  be  de- 
rived from  a  view  of  the  whole, 
and  of  every  part  of  the  statute 
taken  and  compared  together.  The 
real  intention,  when  ascertained, 
will  prevail  over  the  literal  sense 
of  terms.  When  words  are  not  ex- 
plicit, the  intention  is  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  context,  from  the 
occasion  and  necessity  of  the  law, 
from  the  mischief  felt,  and  the  rem- 
edy in  view ;  and  the  intention  is 


to  be  taken  or  presumed,  according 
to  what  is  consonant  to  reason  and 
good  discretion.  Morris  Oanaland 
banking  Co.  v.  Central  HaUroad 
Co.,  419 


SURPRISE. 

See  EviDEHCE,  16. 
Sheriff's  Sale,  5. 


TAX. 

By  the  act  of  1854.  Nix.  Dig.  851. 
i  M,  when  the  mortgagee  resides 
in  a  different  township  from  that  in 
which  the  mortgagea  premises  lie, 
the  tax  on  the  money  secured  by 
the  mortgage  is  to  be  assessed 
against  and  paid  by  the  mortgagor 
in  the  township  where  the  lands 
lie,  and  the  receipt  of  the  collector 
therefor  is  made  a  legal  payment 
for  so  much  of  the  interest  of  the 
mortgage,  and  is  to  be  allowed  und 
deducted  therefrom  by  the  mort- 
gagee.    Held — 

1.  The  payment  of  the  tax  and  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  collector  is  a  legal  pay- 
ment of  so  much  interest,  not  of 
principal ;  a  payment  oi  the  ae- 
crued  and  accruing  interest,  not  of 
interest  to  grow  due  at  some  future 
time. 

2.  When  a  mortgagor,  entitled  to  have 
the  tax  assessed  against  and  paid 
by  him  deducted  from  the  interest, 
has  paid  the  interest  in  full  as  it 
became  due,  without  deductin${  the 
tax,  he  cannot  afterwards  claim 
any  deduction  therefor  from  the 
arrears  of  interest.  Keeney  v.  At- 
wood,  35 

3.  The  power  to  sell  land  for  the  pay- 
ment of  taxes,  is  a  naked  power, 
not  coupled  with  an  interest,  and 
must  be  exercised  in  strict  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  Every  prerequisite  to  the 
exercise  of  the  power  must  precede 
it.     Hopper  v.  Malleson's  ejc  rs,  382 

4.  To  estaDiish  a  title  under  a  sale  for 
taxes,  ii  is  incumbent  on  the  pur- 
chaser to  show  that  all  the  prere- 
quisites to  the  exercise  of  the  power 
of  sale  have  been  complied  with. 
The  deed  is  not  even  prima  facie 
evidence  of  that  fact.  26. 
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6.  It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  ai 
sale  of  land,   under   the   "act  to 
make  taxes  a  lien  on  real  estati;  \d  ^ 
the  county  of  Passaic,  and  to  lHj 
thorize  the   sale  of  the  same   fnt 
the  payment  thereof,"  (Pamph.   L.' 
1852,  p.  247.)  that  it  should  apptur 
that  the  tax  was  assessed  on  n-^i 
count  uf  the  property  sold.         ll>. 

6.  The  recital  of  the  tax  warrant, 
"whereas  it  appears  to  the  mayor' 
and  aldermen  of  ihe  city  of  PaicE  i 
son,  that  an  assessment  of  four  <lol'l. 
lars  and  fifty  cents  of  taxes,  <fe(.  .  "' 
is  not  legal  evidence  of  the  fart  of 
an  assessment,  nor  of  deman^l  ut 
payment.  H' 

7.  iho  assessment  itself  is  the  ovAy 
competent  and  legal  evidence  of 
the  fact  of  an  assessment.  IbA 

8.  Where  the  tax  warrant  directs  a!-- 
sale  to  be  made  to  raise  a  -^[tFii 
larger  than  the  whole  amount  ^  3  u^:,' 
it  is  a  clear  excess  of  authority,  anil| 
renders  the  warrant,  so  f ar  as  i  i  a  T 
fects  the  land  in  question,  null  and  '^• 
void.  7/.' 

9.  Even  if  all  the  requirements  of  tin:! 
statute  had  been  strictly  complirJ; 
with,  so  as  to  confer  upon  the  jur  ! 
chaser  at  such  sale  a  valid  title 
against  the  heirs  of  the  fonui-r 
owner,  and  all  claiming  und^r 
them,  a  prior  mortgage  given  by 
their  ancestor  would  not  thereby 
have  been  extinguished.  383 

10.  The  phrase  owner  or  owners  {XL'- 
Dig.  853.  ^77,  and  Pamph.  L.,  l^'-iJ, 
7>.  24{>.,  §  7,)  was  used  to  des^vhii 
tlie  owner  of  an  estate  in  possek^ii^tA 
at  the  time  of  the  assessment,  and  iujt| 
a  prior  owner,  or  the  owner  of  iitii 
estate  in  expectancy,  or  of  any  c^x  js 
ecutory  or  contingent  interest,  and 
the  design  of  the  act  was  to  make 
the  interest  of  such  owner  only, 
and  those  claiming  under  him,  lia- 
ble for  the  tax  assessed.  lb. 

11.  The  right  of  a  mortgagee  is  not 
defeated  by  a  tax  sale,  where  the 
mortgage  was  not  given  by  those 
who  were  owners  of  the  land  at  the  6. 
time  of  the  assessment,  or  against 
whom  the  tax  was  assessed,  out  is 

a  title  paramount  to  theirs.  Such 
mortgage  is  a  valid  and  subsisting 
encumbrance  upon  the  land  in  the 
hands  of  the  purchaser  at  the  Bale. 

lb. 


TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  work 
a  mine,  quarry,  clay -pit  or  sand- 
pit, whicn  has  been  opened  and 
used  by  the  former  owner.  It  is  a 
mode  of  enjoyment  of  the  land  to 
which  he  is  entitled.  Bceds  exrs 
V.  Reed,  248 

TRUST  AND  TRUSTEE. 

Where  real  estate  is  in  fact  paid  for 
with  the  funds  of  a  company,  there 
is  clearly  a  resulting  trust  in  favor 
of  the  company,  although  the  deed 
therefor  is  made  absolute  to  a  third 
party,  and  purports  upon  its  face 
to  be  for  his  own  use  and  beneiit. 
Stratton  v.  Dialogiie,  70 

A  party  so  taking  the  title,  be- 
comes a  trustee  for  the  creditors 
and  stockholders,  and  the  trust 
will  be  enforced  for  their  benefit  at 
the  instance  of  the  receiver.  lb. 
Where  a  mortgage  is  given  to  se- 
cure a  trust  fund  belonging  to  the 
mortgagor,  as  between  himself  and 
the  holder  of  a  second  mortgage 
given  by  him,  he  can  have  no  claim 
in  equity  to  the  fund,  until  the 
second  mortgage  is  satisfied.  Tap- 
pans  exr  V.  Ricamxo,  89 
It  is  within  the  power  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  protect  the  interests  of 
legatees  in  remainder,  during  the 
life  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  and  the 
power  will  be  exercised,  not  only 
m  behalf  of  the  legatee,  but  also  of 
his  assignee,  or  of  any  other  per- 
son legally  entitled  to  the  fund, 
upon  the  determination  of  the  es- 
tate for  life.  lb. 
If  a  trust  fund  is  in  danger  of  being 
diverted  to  the  injury  of  any  claim- 
ant having  a  presentor  future  fixed 
title  thereto,  the  administration  of 
the  fund  will  be  duly  secured  by 
the  court,  in  such  mannei  as  the 
court  may  in  its  discretion,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  deem  best 
fitted  to  the  end.  lb. 
Upon  the  death  of  one  of  several 
CO- trustees,  the  office  of  trustee  will 
devolve  with  the  estate  upon  the 
survivor,  and  ultimately  upon  the 
heir  or  personal  representatives  of 
the  last  survivor.  Trusts  of  real 
estate,  upon  the  death  of  the  trus- 
tee, devolve  upon  his  heir-at-Uw ; 
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trofto  of  pen«onalty  veet  in  his  ex- 1 
ecutor  or  administrator,  fkhenck- 
V.  Schenck'$  ex'r$,  174  5 

7.  If  a  tru^tfre,  by  his  own  negligenc  ,| 
siifferH  hii<  co-troftee  to  receive  and, 
waste  tlie  trust  fund,  when  he  has| 
the  means  of  preventing  such  re-: 
ceipt  hy  the  exercine  of  reaf^onahle! 
care  an«l  diligence,  he  will  be  held: 
ref>f»on«-ible  lor  the  loss.  175; 

8.  Where  ihft  duty  of  a  trustee  is  a 
matter  of  doubt,  it  is  his  undoubt- 
ed right  to  a^k  and  receive  the  aid  I 
and  dir'rciion  of  a  court  of  equity! 

.  in  the  exf-oiition  of  his  trust.  A>ar-| 
fiey  v.  Maromb,  li>9 

\*.  A  change'  in  the  ecclesiastical  rela- 
tion of  a  church  for  whose  benefit 
property  is  held  in  trust,  does  n(»t 
necessarily  involve  any  perversion 
of  the  trust,  or  diversion  of  the 
fund  from  its  legitimate  purpose. 
Swedciborowjh   Church  v.  Shivers, 

453 


See  Deki).  3. 

KxKrUTORS  ABD  AdMIKIS- 
TRAT0K8.  1  to  6. 

Fraud,  1,  3. 

HutfBA5D  A5D  Wife,  1,  6,  7. 


USURY. 

Litis  no  valid  objection  to  a  de- 
fence oi  u.sury,  that  the  mortgage 
sought  to  \)H  foreclosed  was  given 
for  a  luiit  of  the  ;)urcAa«c  money 
upon  a  rontract  for  the  sale  of 
land,  and  not  for  a  technical  loan 
of  monei/.  JHnrks  v.  Kennedy,  210 

2.  The  taking  of  illegal  interest,  either 
upon  a  hndiug  of  money,  or  upon 
the  forlxjaranco  of  a  debt,  consti- 
tutes usury.  Ih. 

3.  If  an  agent,  in  making  a  loan  of  2. 
money.  acce|)t  from  the  borrower  a 
bonus  lieyond  the  legal  rat*  of  in- 
terest, such  act  of  the  agent  will 
not  render  the  contract  usurious, 
if  the  bonus  was  taken  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  principal,  and 
was  not  received  by  him.  Mair  v 
Newark  iS(.ivin(/s  Institution,        537 

4.  The  reservation  of  interest  for 
money  actually  on  hand  and  sub- 
ject to  the  call  of  the  borrower, 
during  the  time  he  is  engaged  in 


completing  his  securitieB,  is  not 
nsurioQs.  lb. 

The  essence  of  the  offence  of  usojy 
is  a  corrupt  agreement  to  contsa- 
vene  the  law.  Any  contrivance  to 
evade  the  statute,  and  to  enable 
the  lender  to  receive  more. than  le- 
gal interest  for  his  money,  renden 
the  contract  a  corrupt  one.  Ajid 
the  law  will  infer  the  corrupt 
agreement,  when  it  appears  by  tne 
face  of  the  papers  or  otherwise, 
that  illegal  interest  was  intention- 
ally reserved^  although  the  ille- 
gality arose  from  a  mistaken  con- 
struction of  the  law.  Ih. 


VENDEE. 

See  A0BEEME5T.  6. 

VOLUNTARY  CONVEYANCE. 

See  Fraud,  5. 

Husband  a5d  Wife.  2.  4,  5. 
Married  Women,  10. 


WILL. 

.  Where  a  testator,  by  his  will,  pro- 
vides that  his  minor  children  snail 
receive  their  maintenance  upon 
his  homestead  farm,  so  long  as  the 
devisees  and  their  mother  agree  to 
continue  upon  it  and  support  them 
there,  if  the  children,  without  the 
consent  of  their  mother  and  the 
devisees,  leave  the  farm  during  the 
period  for  which  the  testator  pro- 
vided for  their  maintenance  there, 
they  can  claim  it  in  no  otljer  form  ; 
but  otherwise,  if  they  leave  by  con- 
straint, and  not  from  choice.  Jor- 
dan V.  Clark,  243 

.  Where  an  adequate  motive  for  the 
destruction  of  a  will  is  assigned  by 
the  party  seeking  to  establish  it, 
and  clearly  confirmed  by  the  evi- 
dence, thecourt  will  not,  upon  mere 
conjecture,  impute  an  inadeqnate 
and  dishonest  motive.  Wyckoff  v. 
Wyckoff,  401 

.  The  true  rule  is,  that  the  will  may 
be  established  upon  satisfactory 
proof  of  its  destruction,  and  of  its 
contents  or  substance.  Whether 
the  proof  be  by  one  witness,  or 
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by  many,  it  most  be  clear,  satis- 
factory, and  convincing.  lb. 

4.  The  cost  of  establishing  the  will, 
and  of  taking  out  letters  of  admin- 
istration, ordered  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  estate,  the  burden  falling  upon 
the  residuary  legatee,  by  whose  act 
the  costs  were  occasioned.  lb. 

Isaac  Rowe,  by  his  last  will  and  tes- 
tament, gave  as  follows :  *'  I  give 
and  devise  unto  Sarah  White  the 
sum  of  $5000,  to  be  paid  unto  the 
said  Sarah  White ;  and  if  the  said 
Sarah  White  die  without  an  heir 
or  heirs,  the  said  sum  of  $5000  is 
to  go  to  Leonard  Crum,  the  son  of 
Henry  Crum."     Held — 

5.  The  first  legatee  takes  a  present 
vested  interest  in  the  fund,  liable 
to  be  divested  upon  the  contingen- 
cy of  her  dying  without  issue. 
The  limitation  over,  being  upon  a 
definite  failure  of  issue,  is  good  by 
way  of  executory  bequest.  Howe  s 
exWiv.  WhiU,  411 

6.  A  direction  by  a  testator  "  that  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  his  estate 
of  what  kind  soever  there  might 
be  at  the  time  of  his  death,"  should 
be  converted  into  money  by  his 
executors,  &c.,  extends  to  and  in- 
cludes such  real  estate  as  he  may 
have  acquired  after  the  making  of 
the  will,  and  such  land  is  subject 
to  the  power  of  sale  conferred  upon 
the  executors.  Fluke  v.  Flukes 
exra,  478 


7.  Until  the  sale  be  made,  the  lesal 
title  descends  to  and  vests  in  tne 
heirs-at-law  of  the  testator,  as  ten- 
ants in  common.  lb, 

8.  The  heir-at  law  takes  the  legal  ti- 
tle charged  with  the  trusts  created 
by  the  will.  Equity  will  not  in- 
terfere with  the  execution  of  the 
trusts  by  the  executors.  It  regards 
as  actually  performed,  that  which 
is  directed  to  be  done.  479 

9.  Lands  directed  by  the  testator  to 
be  sold  and  converted  into  money, 
and  the  proceeds  distributed  either 
among  the  heirs  or  other  legatees, 
is  regarded  as  a  gift  of  money.  lb. 

10.  Where  the  whole  beneficial  inter- 
est in  the  land  directed  to  be  con- 
verted into  money,  belongs  to  the 
person  or  persons  for  whose  use  it 
IS  given,  equity  will  not  compel  the 
trustee  to  execute  the  trust  against 
the  wishes  of  the  cestui  que  tnut, 
but  will  permit  him  to  take  the 
land,  if  he  elect  to  do  so  before  the 
conversion  has  actually  been  made. 
But  where  there  are  several  cestui 
que  truets  takiug  different  interests 
under  the  will  from  what  they 
would  do  as  heirs-at-law,  there  is 
no  case  for  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  election,  and  the  exe- 
cutor must  perform  the  trust  cre- 
ated by  the  will.  lb. 

See  Executors  &  Administrators,  5. 
Legacy. 


